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PREFACE 

T his set of lectures — the seventh and the last but 
one of the King’s College series of discourses on 
social and political ideas — covers broadly the half- 
century which extended from the Peace of Vienna to the 
close of the American Civil War. The first part of this 
fifty years was a period of marked reaction throughout the 
Western world ; it was dominated by horrid memories of 
the nightmare of revolution and by shuddering dread of the 
bogies of democracy and nationality whereby the Revolu- 
tionary era had been haunted. This period of reaction, 
however, was followed by a period of reconstruction, when 
it was discovered that the new spirits of democracy and 
nationality not only were potent to terrify tjrrants and to s(^re 
away effete aristocracies, but were also capable of inspiring 
the creators of a new and better organisation of society. 

The period of reaction lasted longer in some countries 
than in others. England got it over sooner than any other 
land; for England had suffered less from the Revolution than 
had any Continental state. The reconstitution of Liverpool’s 
Ministry in 1822 marks the end of mere repression and the 
inauguration of constructive reform. On the Continent^ 
however, another quarter of a century was required to bring 
the regime of reaction to a close. Not until the great up- 
heaval of 1848 drove Metternich, Guizot, and scores of 
their coadjutors into panic-stricken exile did the spirits of 
democracy and nationality find themselves free to carry 
through such great tasks as the unification of Italy and 
Germany and the establishment of representative govern- 
ment among the European peoples. 

A half-century so varied and so contentious as that whi^ 
lay between 1815 and 1865 naturally saw the ^pression 
of many social and political ideas. The exposition of the 
principles of all the notable publicists of the time would have 
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demanded a series of volumes and not a modest set of 
lectures. It is hoped, however, that the thinkers selected 
for consideration represent most of the great distinctive 
schools of thou^t. Chateaubriand, HegeX and Coleridge 
— ^respectively French, German, and English — stand for 
ideas that were essentially conservative and authoritarian. 
Owen, Mill, and Hodgskin, however widely differing from 
one another, stand as eroonents of pro^essive principles. 
Between the two groups Q)mte and Austin must be placed, 
each looking backward and striving to retain what was good 
in the old order, but each propounding a scheme of sociology 
that seemed to promise secure advance for the future. 

F. J. C. HEARNSHAW 

King’s Coilegb 

Universitt of London 
Dteember 1931 
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THE SOCIAL POLITICAL IDEAS OF 
SOME REPRESENTATIVE THINKERS 
OF THE AGE OF REACTION 
AND RECONSTRUCTION 

I 

THE AGE OF REACTION AND 
RECONSTRUCTION, 1815-65 

T he men of the first generation of nineteenth- 
century Eurojje grew to maturity under the shadow 
of a great disillusionment. The fathers had eaten 
sour grapes, and the children’s teeth were set on edge. Nor 
was their malaise improved by the circumstance that the 
eighteenth-century philosophers, who had taken of the for- 
bidden fruit of knowledge, had promised to inaugurate an 
era of liberty, equality, and fraternity among the nations of 
the world. Instead the belief in the natural perfectibility of 
man had brought great trial and misery upon their genera- 
tion. It was natural, therefore, that the statesmen whose 
lives had been passed in building up the painful coalitions of 
resistance to France should resolve to eradicate all traces of 
the false ideas upon which the edifice of tyranny had been 
reared, as well as to obliterate from the map of the continent 
all political symbols of the Napoleonic empire. The restora- 
tion of European order involved as a necessary corollary the 
suppression of centres of liberal and revolutionary thought. 
The proud age of enlightenment having ended in scenes of 
oppression and excess, an age of reaction was its natural 
successor. It was thus that the new century became the 
battle-ground of the two irreconcilable principles of authority 
and liberalism, born alike of the struggles of the revolu- 
tionary era. The conflict between these opposing forces 
underlay the political and social changes which marked the 

9 
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Age of Reaction and Reconstruction, and gave its peculiar 
character to the half-centuiy which follows the overthrow 
of die first French Empire. 

That the period should open with the attempt of the 
Congress of Vienna to refashion the map of Europe after its 
recent strange changes was as natural as that mis recon- 
struction should follow conservative lines. The principles 
of its statesmen were prescribed by the circumstances of 
thdr assembly. Of the result of their deliberations much 
criticism has been offered. Later historians have striven to 
establish their reputation as seers by frequent assertion that 
the Powers at Vienna ignored the rising sentiment of 
nationality, restored the status quo ante betlutn and with it 
the reactionary government of Metternich in Central Europe 
and Italy, and provoked the nemesis which waits upon 
attempts to suppress the forces of pro|[ress in the supposed 
interests of stability. This dogmatic verdict has been 
somewhat modified of late; in part by the researches of 
scholars, and in part by the chastening memory of the Peace 
of Versailles. Indeed, the conservatism of a century ago 
seems more sober than the jaunty experiments of yesterday; 
nor is it easy to dismiss Metternich and Casdereagh 
as prejudiced by their intimate knowledge of European 
countries and diplomacy, for ignorance may be the parent 
of error no less than of happy improvisation. At least 
Sir A. W. Ward has observed of the Congress of Vienna 
that, 

thou^ not a few arbitrary arrangements had taken place, and 
thou^ tiiere are strange instances in the story of the appropriations 
made, offered, or sought, the charge of reckless bargaining with soil 
or souls is one which carmot, in fiiirness, be sustain^. Meanwhile 
a great territorial system h^ been established which, with all its 
imperf^ons, had this advantage over all previous attempts in the 
s^e direction : that not oidy was the compact on which it rested 
si^ed the principal Eur^ean states, but that it could not be 
violated except at the risk of international outlawry, while it might 
be renewed or amended by the same authority as that which had 
established it.^' 

* Sir A. W. Ward, Tie Period tf Cm^mus, jo {1919). 

10 
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Even from the more practical standpoint the settlement did 
not lack justification. 

Few great peace settlements are acclaimed by what is called 
public opinion, and that of 1 8 1 5 was certainly no exception. But 
posterity should not withhold a grateful acknowledgment from paci- 
fications followed, as the Second Treaty of Paris was, by a long 
era of peace, instead of by a brief and restless interval breathing 
thoughts of revenge and reconquest.^ 

If it be admitted that details of the treaty were open to 
objection it might be relied that their modification would 
be the proper concern or the Congress of Powers established 
by the settlement itself. The four chief Powers, Russia, 
Austria, Prussia, and Great Britain, had formed themselves 
into an international court for the maintenance of the peace 
treaties against revolutionary threats. Nor did their first 
efforts belie their profession of good intention. The with- 
drawal of the army of occupation from France and the 
admission of that country into the Moral Pentarchy were 
achieved with almost incredible swiftness — at least, so it 
must appear to the slower tradition of this present century 
— and the European outlook which dominated Castlereagh 
no less sincerely than Metternich seemed to promise a 
benign and pacinc surveillance by the Powers. 

The perversion of this hope into the policy of intervention 
and reaction championed by the Austrian statesman and 
seconded by the Tsar of Russia was a tragedy, lamentable 
though easily ^licable from the standpoint of the Eastern 
monarchies. The Holy Alliance was from its inception 
what Metternich called it, a piece of sublime mysticism and 
nonsense ; but the Congress system, which was made of more 
substantial fobric, embodied more effectively that identifica- 
tion of stability with the support of existing institutions 
which was the cardinal principle of Metternich’s philosophy. 
This philosophy was essentially pessimistic and provisional, 
frshioned to withhold as long as possible the inevitable 
catastrophe. “ My most secret conviction,” wrote Metter- 
nich, is that the old Europe is nearing its end. I have 

1 Sir A. W. Ward, cit., p. 7a. 
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determined to fall with it, and I shall know how to do my 
duty. On the other side the new Europe is not near to its 
beginning ; between the end and the beginning there must 
be a chaos.” From this convinced diagnosis of the ills of 
the time there followed naturally the policy of hopeless 
propping of the decaying order. ” My life has coincided 
with a most abominable time,” said the same statesman, 

I have come into the world too soon or too late; I know that in 
these years I can accomplish nothing. Earlier I should have had 
my share in the happiness of the time, later, I should have taken 
part in the work of reconstruction ; as things are, I am spending my 
life in underpinning buildings which are mouldering into decay.^ 

To such an outlook there could be no appreciation of the 
English dislike, voiced clearly and emphatically by Castlo- 
reagh, of arm^ intervention in the affairs of European 
countries. 

The Peace of Paris had brought material, not moral, tranquillity. 
A generation of repose was needed in which the young might learn 
the true laws governing the life of man in society. The transition 
from a period of movement to a period of repose was always difficult 
During these years of moral education the incurable revoludonaries 
of an older time must be held down by force. For this work the 
co-operadon of all the states of Europe was essendal. Co-opera- 
don implied intervendon.* 

Between the dissimilar points of view represented by 
England and Austria there could be no concord ; and upon 
this rock the G)ngress system split. 

Accordingly the European stage between i8 16 and 1830 

? resented the alternate spectacles of oppression and revolt, 
n France the restored Bourbons strove to obliterate both 
memories and results of the great interregnum. In 
Germany the enforcement of the Karlsbad Decrees marked 
the capitulation of Prussia to the Austrian demand for 
suppression of all liberal and constitutional movements. 
In England the Six Acts constituted a signal testimony of 
the fear of revolutionary outbreak, forming the high-water 

* £. L. Woodward, Three StuiSes in European Conservatism^ p. 30 (1929)* 

* Ibid.t p. 40. 
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mark of reaction after the period of international anarchy. 
But repression was countered by rebellion ; in countries so 
far distant as Spain, South Italy, and Greece the forces of 
discontent found fugitive expression; and though the 
superior arms of the reactionary nations gained some tem- 
porary successes, the worst period of monarchical tyranny 
was passing away. 

Great Britain was the country to feel the first and full 
effects of the changing tide ; for though the policy of Canning 
is no longer believed to have been an entire reversal of that 
of Casdereagh, yet the process of emancipation from panic 
repression both at home and abroad was accelerated, if not 
inaugurated, by his regime. In a word the era of liberal 
Toryism had dawned, albeit the element of liberalism was 
carefully regulated to avoid shock to the debilitated con- 
stitution of European and English society. At home the 
reforms included the revision of the criminal code and the 
institution of a civic police force by Peel, the repeal of 
the Combination Laws, and the economic and administrative 
measures of Huskisson in the direction of Free Trade. 
Abroad the infiuence of the “ baleful meteor,” as Canning 
seemed to Metternich, signalised the final divorce of Great 
Britain from the series of congresses dominated by Austria, 
and helped the cause of liberal movements by a new inter- 
pretation of the principle of non-intervention, which led to 
virtual intervention in defence of threatened constitutional 
causes. The effect of his action in regard to the Spanish- 
American colonies justified his boast that he had “ called the 
New World into existence to redress the balance of the 
Old ” ; and what he had achieved in a geographical sense in 
this relation he secured in the moral sphere by his action in 
the Greek rebellion and the untoward incident of Navarino 
Bay. 

Such events indicated clearly that England was embarking 
upon a course dictated rather by its commercial and colonial 
interests than by adherence to the European code laid down 
by Metternich equally in the self-interest of the Austrian 
s^eme of things. Not even the death of Canning and the 
assumption of control by the Duke of Wellington could 
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wholly stay the progress of liberal measures. For though 
the Duke wished heartily to remain in the year of Waterloo, 
and straitly stare super vias antiques, he succeeded first in 
completing the schism of Canmngite Tories, and then in 
passing, under the of strict Toiyism, Bills for the repeal 
of the Test and Corporation Acts and for the granting 
of Catholic Emancipation. The accident which darkened 
the opening of the Liverpool and Manchester Railway, by 
sweeping away Huskisson and leaving Wellington, was an 
event of tragic indiscrimination ; for the Duke was as ill- 
adapted to guide the political destinies of his country in an 
era of change as to appreciate the significance of the new 
method of steam locomotion. The chief result of his efforts 
was the negative, though not negligible, one of clearing the 
ground for the revival of Whig fortunes and for the passage 
of a series of reforms fiu: beyond the dreams of liberal Tories. 

Meanwhile the centre of attention had been changed to 
the Continent^ where the year 1830 saw the first serious 
breaches in the old order which had been re-established by 
the Congress of Vienna. The end of the Bourbons was a 
predictable event from the moment when Charles X suc- 
ceeded Louis XVIII on the throne of France. The new 
monarch indeed observed in jest that there were only two 
persons in France who had not changed since the Revolu- 
tion — II n*y a que M, de la Fayette et mot qui tCayons pas 
change depuis lySg — ^but he failed entirely to relate this 
circumstance to the realm of politics. Consequentljr the 
hiatus between a country which could not forget me heritage 
of the Revolution and a king who desired to ignore its occur- 
rence could not long remain. A trivial incident in July 
1830 overthrew the dynasty without any real resistance, 
and the security not only of France but of Europe seemed 
thr^tened. The unexpected caution of the leading Parisian 
politicians and their resolve to render the necessary change 
as conservative as possible reassured their neighbour^ when 
it was seen that the Orleanist Louis Philippe had succeeded 
to a monar^y no longer divinojurej but constitutional and 
anti-revolutionary. The fear of a general resurgence of 
republicanism was disproved by the little strength which it 
H 
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had shown in its native country. Notwithstanding, the 
reverberation of the July Revolution which occurred across 
the frontier in the Belgian capital occasioned far more 
difficulty and ajmrehension to the Powers. 

The record of the separation of Holland and Belgium is 
a thrice-told tale, adorned often by moralising concerning 
the iniquity of the Vienna Congress which had violated so 
many canons of national feeling in its attempt to erect a 
strong barrier state on the frontier towards which French 
statesmen had cast ever-longing glances. But the success 
of the Belgian rebellion was by no means perceived to be 
inevitable at the time of its outbreak. More serious were 
the diplomatic difficulties created by the situation. For 
apart from the natural reluctance of Holland to forfeit so 
profitable an acquisition, there was the additional problem 
of the discovery of a suitable king for the independent 
Belgium. The proposal of Louis Philippe to plant a scion* 
of the Orleanist house in so delectable a territory did not 
command such approval of the Powers as might have been 
e3q)ected from this convincing proof that the new France 
was bent on pursuing the continuity of Bourbon foreign 
policy ; but the solution was sought eventually in the invita- 
tion of Leopold of Saxe-Coburg, though not without some 
suspicion between France and England. The persuasion 
of all parties concerned to acknowledge the separation and 
the new royal line was not achieved for many years ; and 
even then there remained one disquieting feature of the 
episode which might not be forgotten. The sacrosanct 
settlement made and guaranteed at Vienna only fifteen years 
before had been broken in one of its vital parts, not at the 
instigation of the contracting powers, but in response to an 
uprising of popular feeling on the part of the Belgians. 
Such a precedent was certainly disconcerting, and is perhaps 
not without moral to a generation which, in celebrating the 
centenary of Belgian independence, may not be unmindful 
of similar problems awaiting its own resolution. For die 
moment, however, Europe contented itself with thanksgiving 
that the virus of revolt had not gained further victories. 
The outbreaks in Poland and Italy had been sadsfactorily 
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siwpressed, a result of more importance in the eyes of 
Metternich and Russia than the triumph of rebellion in 
France and the Netherlands. Despite an uneasy shodc, 
the fundamentals of European socie^ remained standing. 

In England, however, they were being removed by an 
extensive process of Whig reconstruction. The English 
people had awakened at last to the need for extensive remrm 
in many branches of national life. To a student of ^e 
twentieth century the Extraordinaiy Black Book of 1831 
presents a mine of curious and anachronistic information. 
Its penual evokes a sentiment of amazed incredulity, instead 
of the impassioned in^nation which moved its authors 
barely a century ago. T^en it afforded abundant evidence 
for the apostles of reform, and constituted a formidable 
indictment of rantemporary official life. Its publication 
synchronised with the rising tide of discontent among the 
people, of which the causes were manifold and diverse. 
But a sound political instinct inspired the concentration of 
all gnevaiic^, political, administrative, and economic, upon 
the single issue of Parliamentary reform. There lay the 
gateway to success in other spheres ; for not until the control 
of the borough-mongers was removed could the voice of 
the people be heard within Parliamentary walls. With the 
pension of the franchise and the redistribution of seats the 
interest of the townsmen could find its advocates. 


Into this atmosphere the news of the July Revolution in 
Paris brought the assurance that anarchy was no necessary 
accompaniment of reform, and the spectacle of a bourgeoisie 
victory in France to stimulate the middle class of England. 
Accordingly the agitation for reform secured an accession 
of strengui. ^ Associations of diverse classes and divergent 
aims united in their demand for the first step along the road 
of redress. The attitude of quiet disdain which the Duke 
of Wellington assumed towards all agitation ensured the 
toiumph of the agitators’ cause ; and the Whig administra- 
tion of Lord Grey had no option but to grasp the nettle. 
The story of the Parliamentary fortunes of the first Reform 
Bill and of the extra-Parliamentary campaigns to save its 
clauses belongs to other places than an introductory article. 
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After the lapse of a century the terms of the famous Act of 
1832 seem singularly meagre ; in general, it effected a wide 
redistribution of seats, together with the grant of a ;^io 
rating franchise in boroughs and the extension of the county 
franchise to tenant farmers. The predominant influence in 
the reformed Commons rested still with the landlords, 
though the fence of their exclusiveness had been broken 
down to admit the wealthier middle class to share their 
privilege. Yet fundamentally the victory was portentous, 
though certainly not complete. (Test le premier pas qui 
codte IS an approved maxim of political no less than of other 
forms of strategy ; and the Act, which to its Whig champions 
and to Finality Jack seemed the consummation of change, 
proved but a modest prelude to a succession of franchise 
laws of ever-widening scope. 

Nor was the outburst of reforming legislation which 
ensued other than creditable to the intentions of the 
zealous Whigs. A series of royal commissions prepared 
the way for a series of reforming Acts : the Municipal 
Corporations Act of 1835, Factory Act of 1833, the 
Poor Law Act of 1834, and the Act for the abolition of 
slavery of 1833: the cumulative eflfect of which was to 
abolish a host of obsolete and unseemly conditions which had 
survived in the various departments of national and civic 
life. Not even the Established Church escaped the itch for 
purgation. Profane radical hands were laid upon the Ark 
of the Covenant, and venerable abuses which the tolerant 
and cautious Tudors had suffered to remain were swept 
away ruthlessly in a second reformation which caused con- 
servatives to shudder. The revenues of the Church were 
redistributed, the Ecclesiastical Commission was established 
as a legal corporation to administer the riches garnered from 
the plunder of such wealthy bishoprics as Durham and 
Winchester, and a beginning was made of the endless pro- 
cess of creating new parishes and smaller dioceses. ^ Against 
such sacrilegious action on the part of a Whig administration 
the protest of Keble was apparently vain ; but the deter- 
mination to set the national state in order was an earnest 
of the spirit aroused by the Reform Act. The firstfruits 
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of that measure had been considerable both in quantity and 
character; and the times of reaction were gone beyond recall. 

During the years of comparative tranquillity between the 
revolutions of 1830 and 1848 both England and France set 
their faces along the path of liberal constitutionalism. In 
both countries, however, a new phenomenon was appearing ; 
for the establishment of political stability produced ^e 
realisation that the control of Parliamentary machinery was 
but the means and not the end for which die populace had 
striven. The most striking feature of these intervening 
years was the emergence and prominence of the social 
question. In France the pressure of economic problems 
upon the statesmen of the Orleanist repme was the most 
serious burden of the day. The achievement of Louis 
Philippe was judged in terms of it, and the fall of his 
dynasty in 1848 was due far more to the inability of Guizot 
and his master to grasp the necessity ibr legislation upon 
such matters than to the failure of foreign policy in theattair 
of the Spanish marriages. “ Owing to his inability to read 
the economic and social needs of the time Guizot was 
deserted by the young and the generous. For this reason 
the monarchy which he had served with magnificence and 
devotion fell without a regret.” ^ 

In Great Britain circumstances and leaders combined to 
emphasise the fact that, ” although the traditional way of 
expressing grievances -was political, the real grievances were 
economic.” The indefatigable Bentham, though his Nutfc 
dimittis was said in the very year of the passing of the first 
Reform Act, had sowed seeds which fructified long after 
that event. The barest mention of the growth of the social 
movement must include a passing reference to the names of 
persons whose work will be discussed fully -later in this 
course ; to Robert Owen, “ die father of the Factory Laws 
and of the co-operadve movement,” through whose efforts 
Sir ^Robert Peri, famous fother of a more famous son, 
projected the first Factory Bill in 1815; to William Cob- 
bett, who revealed the sufferings and wrongs of the poor, 
and laboured to overtake unchecked economic change by 
^ E. L. Woodward, op. eit., p. 144. 
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accelerating Parliamentary reform ; and to Francis Place, an 
individualist radical, who was the real author of the repeal 
of the Combination Acts, by which the way was laid open 
for the establishment of trade unions, as well as of friendly 
and co-operative societies. Owen, in particular, diverted 
the nascent trade-union movement into a scheme of a 
National Grand Trade Union, designed as an impressive 
symbol of the strength of the people and provoking a bitter 
opposition, which found expression in uie famous trans- 
portation of the Dorchester labourers in 1834. At the 
same time in the political sphere agitation centred round 
the enthusiasm for the People’s Charter, which suffered a 
first collapse in 1839 owing to the activities of the physical 
force party, and a final disaster in the year of revolutions, 
1 848. 

These tendencies were symptomatic of the^ serious eco- 
nomic condition of the unenfranchised labouring classes in 
the years following the Reform Act, When Peel secured 
ofiice and power in 1841 the “condition of the people 
problem ” had been rendered acute by the refusal of the 
Whigs to face boldly the real question around which dis- 
content centred, the repeal of the Corn Laws. Ameliorative 
steps were measured by Peel’s Budgets from 1 842 to 1 845, 
important in themselves, but particularly significant as a 
prelude to the great conflict between agricultural and indus- 
trial interests on the Corn Laws question, which was being 
brought nearer by the vigorous polemic of the Anti-Corn 
Law League, led by Cobden and Bright. This popular and 
convincing propaganda swept Chartism into insignificance, 
and, when reinforced by the Irish potato famine, finally 
relegated the Corn Laws to limbo and the Tory Party to 
political exile for the succeeding twenty years. Contem- 
poraneous with the famous Ministry of Peel, the worst evils 
which had lent reality to the Chartist agitation were in pro- 
cess of decline. In 1 844 had come Ihe establishment by 
the Rochdale Pioneers of the Toad Lane Co-werative 
Store ; two years earlier another enclave of laissez-faire had 
been broken in with the passage of Lord Shaftesbuiy’s 
Mines Act ; and in 1 848 Chadwick succeeded in carrying 
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the Public Health Act. Partly in consequence of these 
measures and pardy by reason of a revival of national 

g rosperityy the sense of injustice and oppression had been 
fted from the mass of the people, whose waning interest 
in the demand for further Parliamentary reform was reflected 
in the languid expiry of the Chartist campaign. This 
change was doubly fortunate for the British Government^ 
for the year 1848 was famous in other direcdons than the 
interest of Chadwick in problems of sanita^ reform. It 
witnessed the belated resurgence of the spirit of liberalism 
in a series of attempts to overthrow the despotic administra< 
tions of Europe and to cleanse the Augean stables of not a 
few reactionary states. 

Into the details of the several revolutions of that year it is 
foreign to the scope of this article to enter. The conflam- 
don began in its nadve home in France ; but the demand of 
Paris for an extended fi^chise, which was the occasion of 
revolt served but as a veil for the real cause, the necessity 
for remedial social measures. The urgency of the economic 
quesdon found expression in the establishment of National 
Workshops by Louis Blanc, the failure of which led in turn 
to the san^inary days of the barricades and the emergence 
of Louis Napoleon as the saviour of society and stability. 
His election as President of the second French Republic 
was an assurance that the extremists had been defeated 
temporarily; and the attention of Europe was diverted to 
follow the fortunes of insurrection in otner kingdoms. 

In Germany the revolts were inspired by the tvnn desires 
for national unity and its realisation through constitutional 
and Parliamenta^ institutions. In the Hungarian and non- 
Gernun parts of the Austrian Empire the uprising was more 
definitely national, with the Czechs and Magyars fighting 
to throw off the yoke of an alien oppressor, though the zeal 
of the Magyars for independence was combined with a 
determination to refuse that boon to other subject races. 
In the Italian peninsula a series of sporadic rebwions had 
but one thing in common, the aim of expelling the hated 
Austrian rulers, though community of plan was lacking to 
give effect to tiie single purpose; and little was achieved 
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beyond the spectacular episode of the expulsion of Pius IX 
from his pontifical city and the establishment of a republic 
under the direction of Mazzini and Garibaldi. Despite 
the promise of initial successes, all these movements ended in 
disaster. Fundamentally their fortunes depended upon the 
issue of the conflict between Austria and its nearest rebels in 
Hungary; and the defeat of Kossuth and his followers 
presaged the l^ilure of the revolutionary stirrings elsewhere. 
In Germany the rejfiisal of Frederick William of Prussia to 
accept the crown of an imperial Germany, from which non- 
Germanic races were to be excluded, offered by the National 
Assembly at Frankfurt spelled the defeat of the hopes of the 
Liberal Constitutional party ; while the victory of Austria 
was emphasised further by the subjugation of its rival in the 
humiliation of Olmfitz. With the restoration of reaction in 
Vienna the hopes of the Italian insurgents evaporated. The 
old order was reinstated in the Lombard plain, in Naples 
and Sicily, and in Rome ; with this new and ominous cir- 
cumstance, that the foreign bayonets which protected Pio 
Nono against future indiscretions on the part of his subjects 
were those of a French force dispatched by Louis Napoleon 
to forestall the Austrians and to ensure the maintenance of 
French interest in the affairs of the peninsula. In the latter 
purpose they succeeded well, though with doubtful profit to 
Napoleon or his client. For the moment, however, revolu- 
tion had been everywhere defeated. Even in France the 
fortunes of the day seemed to have deserted its cause, for 
by the coup d^etatoi December 1851 Napoleon secured his 
re-election as President for a further period of ten years, 
and on the anniversary of his victory converted the republic 
into the Second French Empire and himself into its Emperor 
with the title of Napoleon III. The year 1852 was a year 
of destiny for Europe. On October 22 the resignation of 
D’Azeglio made way for the succession of Cavour to the 
control of Piedmontese, and thence of Italian, afiairs ; and 
on December 2 the, dynasty of Napoleon III began in 
France. For the next decade the main interest of European 
politics was to centre around the activities of these two men ; 
and when Cavoiu: was removed by untimely death in June 
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x86i the stage was cleared for the arrival of Bismarck on 
September 23) 1862, as Minister President of Prussia to 
consummate the unification of Italy and Germany and the 
cbwnfall of France. 

During these years of turmoil in Eurcme England might 
wdl congratulate itself upon the feeble nicker of Chartism 
which was all the effect of revolutionary tremors upon its 
peaceful course. But the age of Palmerston whiw suc- 
ceeded the break-up of Toryism by Peel was more con- 
servative in domestic policy tiban the sm-^isant Tories. It 
was an age of stagnation and tranquillity, with Gladstone 
forcing through his Budgets by threats of resignation, and the 
radical members of the ^binet compelled to hold over their 
reforming projects until the indomitable Pam had gone. 
The neglect of domestic problems was in some degree bo& 
pardonable and eicplicable by the increasing commercial 
prosperity of the country, of which the symbol and stimulus 
was the Great Exhibition of 1851, whereto less fbrtunate 
foreigners were invited to wonder and applaud. Their 
acquaintance with Great Britain and evidence of its resm^;- 
ence were not to depend, however, upon occasional visits 
to its shores, for if Palmerston ruled England with a benign 
inactivity he sought to govern Europe with a masterml 
intervention. Neither interest nor excitement was lacking 
in the foreign relations of the nation during the last great 
period of his long ministerial career. The exuberance of 
his diplomacy was not universally admired, particularly by 
the Queen and the more nervous of his political coUea^es. 
Notwithstanding, his self-confidence protected him agai^t 
withdrawal from a position once taken up ; and his policy 
caused Great Britain to exercise an unwonted inftuence 
upon foreign afiairs until the rise of the master-mind of 
Bismarck exploded the Pahnerstonian legend. At the out- 
set the Crimean War testified to die new situation and the 
aggressiveness of British foreign policy, no less than to the 
nascent ambitions of Piedmont under the prudent guidance 
of Cavour. Other incidents gave occasion to much search- 
ing of heart in the administration, such as the JDon Pacifieo 
and the lorcha Arrovo episodes ; while in the serious blunders 
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of the Trent and Alabama the neutrality of England in the 
American Civil War was grievously jeopardised. It has 
been said of Palmerston’s adventures in foreign affairs that 
’’only the Italian policy of 1859-60 was based on a real 
understanding of the people and the facts ” ; and even in 
this case the cession of Nice and Savoy to France was so 
obnoxious to him that only the pacific and restraining 
influence of other members of his Cabinet prevented a 
splenetic explosion against N^oleon III. 

Meanwhile events in Italy followed the course which led 
to the unification of the peninsula save for Venice and Rome ; 
and in September 1864 there was signed the famous conven- 
tion by which the French Emperor sought an escape from 
the equivocal situation of the maintenance of his troops in 
Rome, and Victor Emmanuel undertook the delicate task 
of defending the Papal city against the zealots of his own 
allegiance. In the previous year the Polish rebellion had 
brought discredit to Napoleon and a welcome initial diplo- 
matic success to Bismarck, which was followed shortly by 
a public demonstration before the eyes of Europe or the 
futility of Palmerston’s methods in the unhappy Schleswig- 
Holstein controversy. To Denmark Palmerston had 
spoken brave words ; but when Bismarck replied by decisive 
deeds the counsel of Great Britain was revealed as •oox et 
fraterea nihil. With this incident the meaning of the new 
Prussian policy was manifest ; and with it also was realised 
the end of the age of Palmerston. Europe awoke to the 
masterful genius of Bismarck, and remembered that during 
the years of Metternich’s pessimistic regime Prussia had 
begun its upward climb by the organisation of the Zoll- 
verein, the basis upon which was reared the imposing edifice 
of national unity wedded to autocratic government. Nor 
could Europe hope for a peer to Bismarck. France was 
absorbed in the misfortunes of the melancholy Mexican 
adventure to which Napoleon had committed his army, 
while in England the death of Palmerston himself in 1865 
marked the beginning of a new era. The demand for 
further electoral and franchise reform, which had been 
proclaimed by the influential pen of John Stuart Mill, a 
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philosopher who championed the emancipation of women 
no less than the enfranchisement of men, could be no longer 
ignored. Politically the reins were given into the hands of 
Gladstone, an indefatigable reformer, who was preparing to 
concentrate his powerful ener|[ies upon the task of domestic 
administration, m compensation for a resolute withdrawal 
from Continental afiairs, which was the inevitable reaction 
from Palmerston’s policy. England was therefore content 
to play the part of spectator in the drama which completed 
the unification of Germany and Ital^ at the cost of the down- 
fall of the second Napoleonic Empire in France. 

But in the year before Palmerston’s death rang down the 
curtain upon his age there occurred an event in the realm 
of thought of more for-reaching influence than the rise and 
foil of political empires. In 1864 Pius IX had issued 
the encyclical Quanta Cura, accompanied by the famous 
Syllabus of Errors, in which were stated, with the sharpest 
antagonism, the issues of the conflict between the principles 
of freedom and authority, upon which turned the signific- 
ance of msLtiy of the events of the century. The history of 
the Papacy, indeed, aflbrds an index to the wider struggles of 
the age. At the outset of the century conditions seemed 
peculiarly favourable for a revival of Catholic zeal. The 
rationalistic philosophy of the eighteenth century had been 
discredited by the excesses of revolutionary France, from 
which men turned with a new sympathy for the axioms of 
authori^ and absolutism. In literature the reaction found 
expr^sion in the Romantic Revival, driving Wordsworth to 
seek in the inspiration of nature 

that blessed mood 

In which the burden of the mj^teiy, 

In which the heav^ and the weaiy weight 
Of all this unintdb'gible world 
Is lightened; 

or moving Scott to a sympathetic rediscovery of the Middle 
Ages,^ the ii/e noire of eighteenth-century historians ; or 
rehabilitating the sense of the mysterious and supernatural 
in the poems of Samuel Taylor Coleridge. ■ Such a move- 
ment away from the tenets of the age of reason found 
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natural affinities wiffi the tendency towards the restoration 
of authority in religion. Deism and its belief in the virtues 
of the natural man gave place to a sense of the corruption of 
human nature and of the need of some authoritarian govern- 
ment of its conduct. In France the writings of Chateau- 
bri^d proclaimed the re-interaretation of Catholicism as a 
divinely constituted s^tem or authority, in which society 
could find the school of political and private virtue and 
safeguard itself against the destructive outbursts of egp.li- 
tarian doctrines. In England also there was an ins u lar 
reflection of this tendency, when Keble asserted the divine 
commission and supernatural apostolic character of the 
Established Church against the interference of radical 
politicians with its administration and revenues. For the 
moment the situation of most European countries created an 
atmosphere favourable almost beyond precedent for a revival 
of Catholicism. Whether the Papal Church could profit 
by this advantage and seize the occasion for recovering the 
lost allegiance of the intellectuals of Europe would depend 
^iefly imon the ability of its apologists to reconcile the new 
id^ls or liberty with the old tradition of authority. For a 
brief period this reconciliation became the dream and the 
inspiration of a new school of liberal Catholicism. Mr E. L. 
Woodward, in a recent study, has emphasised the importance 
in this connection of Gorres in Germany and Lamennais in 
France. 

The career of Lamennais is the counterpart of the career of 
GSrresj both reflect the movements of their time; hut the order 
of their development was curiously contrasted. The one began 
with revolution and ended in belief in Catholic theocracy; the 
other began with theocracy and ended as a revolutionary.^ 

In truth, the enthusiastic adventure of the liberal Gallican 
party, led by the brilliant triumvirate Lamennais, Lacor- 
daire, and Montalembert, was foredoomed to failure. Its 
condemnation hj the Bull Mirari vos of Gregory XVI, in 
which liberty of conscience was denounced as absurda ilia 
• , , ac errouea sententia^ seu potius deliramentumf and the 

^ E. L. Woodward, e/. eit., p. 248. 
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freedom of the Press as deterrima ilia ac nunquam satis 
exeeranda et detestaUlis lihertas^ proclaimed the impossibility 
of the desired reconciliation. 

Nor were the leaders of liberal thought in Europe annous 
to lose the fruits of victory by concessions to ecclesiastical 
authority. Gregory XVI could hardly be censured for his 
unwillingness to thrust the ancient barque of Peter into the 
stormy seas of contemporary discovery and criticism, which 
were threatening on all sides to demolish rather than recon- 
struct traditional opinions. In the first generation of the 
nineteenth century the studies of Niebuhr in Roman history 
marked the dawn of the movement of historical criticism 
which has rewritten the story of European development. 
Nor could the standards thus applied to ancient Greece and 
Rome be refused admission to the records of the Hebrew 
pe^le. During the first half of the century such scholars 
as De Wette, Gesenius, and Ewald were the pioneers of the 
application of methods of critical study to the narratives of 
the Old Testament. The modesty of historical students 
leads too often to forgetfiilness or depreciation of the 
importance of the results achieved by the leaders of historical 
criticism before the more spectacular discoveries of science 
had enriched men with the concept of evolution as applied 
to the development of living organisms. This application 
was, indeed, part of the same process as that begun already 
by historians, though its influence secured a wider recogni- 
tion and popularity. In England the publication by Darwin 
in 1859 of his Ori^n of Species marked the commencement 
of the revolution, and popular attention was attracted to its 
meaning in the following year by the debate at the British 
Association meeting in Oxford when Huxl^ crossed swords 
with Bishop Samuel Wilberfbrce. In the same year the 
appearance of Essays and Remews indicated the ready accept- 
ance of the new canons of critical investigation by a group 
of liberal English churchmen, and the controversies whicm 
followed the publication ensured the domestication of the 
principle of unfettered study in matters historical and 
theological within the Established Church. Such events 
were symptomatic of the intellectual atmosphere of the age ; 
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and amidst this ferment of discussion the deeper issues of 
the conflict between authority and freedom were in process 
of determination. 

Into this milieu Pius IX had elected in 1854 to intrude 
the definition of the Immaculate Conception as a dogma of 
faith, and ten years later had launched his Syllabus of 
Errors. Pio Nono indeed had been innocent throughout 
his pontificate of any sympathy with intellectual liberalism, 
and his momentary patronage of Italian aspirations for 
political liberty had ceased after the incidents of 1 848—49. 
His pontifical pronouncements extinguished the last hopes 
of the Galilean and German liberal Catholics of a reconcilia- 
tion between the forces of progress and of tradition. In the 
Syllabus the Papacy pronounced against such characteristic 
features of contemporary constitutional Governments as 
secular education, tne freedom of the Press, the separation 
of Church and State, religious toleration; and concluded 
with the comprehensive anathema against those who main- 
tained that Romanus pontif ex potest ac dehet cum progressu^ cum 
liheraKsmo, et cum recenti civilitate sese reconciliare et componere. 
It must be admitted that the recent signature of the Septem- 
ber Convention, which left the Papacy to the uncertain 
protection of the Italian sovereign by providing for the 
withdrawal of the French garrison from Rome, was not 
without influence upon the acerbity of the Syllabus of the 
following December. Nevertheless its publication wrought 
acute distress amongst the liberal Catholics, who, in their 
attempts to minimise the severity of its censures, revealed 
the disquiet of their mind at such a defiance of the dominant 
political and intellectual movements. The reply of Pio 
Nono to the eflPorts towards a conciliation between authority 
and freedom was the simple distinction : qua pars fideli cum 
infideli? But on all sides the victory lay with the infidel. 

The difficulty of marking oflF periods of history by the 
intrusion of arbitrary dates to indicate the beginning or end 
of an epoch is illustrated clearly by the denomination of 
the years from 1815 to 1865 as the Age of Reaction and 
Reconstruction. It is impossible to believe that the 
1865 marked any division in the affiairs of Europe. The 
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fortunes of Italy, Prupia, and France were not yet brought 
to the logical conclusion dictated by the policies of Cavour, 
Bismarck, and Napoleon III respectively. Not even the 
annus tnirabiUs of 1870 can be regarded as marking the 
definite end of the age, although it witnessed the fall of 
the temporal power of the Fapa^ and the proclamation of 
Papal Infallibility, the resuscitation of the German Empire 
under the sway of Prussia, the completion of Italian unifica- 
tion by the capture of Rome, and the fall of the second French 
Empire. Two ensuing generations must think very differ- 
ently from contemporaries of the events of that portentous 
year. Nor is it possible to forecast the verdict of future 
historians on the events of the Age of Reaction and Recon- 
struction. Perhaps to the eyes of posterity neither political 
nor social changes will seem of the greatest importance ; but 
rather the contribution of the first half of the nineteenth 
century to the achievement of humanity will be judged to 
consist in the development of the scientinc method of study, 
alike in history and natural science, and in the quest of 
students 

to find firm scientific ground 

whereon to found their creed in true histoxy 

of social virtue and of its progress hitherto. 

Norman Sykes 
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CHATEAUBRIAND AND THE FRENCH 
ROMANTICS 

I N the year 1788 Arthur Young was making the second 
of his celebrated journep in France. On August 3 1 he 
entered Brittany, and the next day rode to (^mbourg. 
He writes in his Travels in France ; 

The countiy has a savage aspect, the people almost as wild as their 
country, and the town of Combourg one of the most brutal, filthy 
places that can be seen. Yet here is a ehSteau and inhabited. 
Who is this Monsieur de Chateaubriand, the owner, that has nerves 
strung for a residence amidst such filth and poverty ? 

The Chateaubriands were one of the oldest families in 
Brittany. They had also been one of the most illustrious, 
liey daimed descent from the dukes of the province, ^d 
a member of the house had fought with St Louis in Palestine. 
Chateaubriand affected later to think^ little of pedigree, 
but he notes with pointed brevity in his Memoires that he 
belonged to the noblesse. On the eve of the Revolution 
there was no place in France where feudal tradition was 
stronger than in Brittany, or where the provincial noble, 
tenacious of his privileges, was more loyal to the Crown. 
George Sand in one of her letters attributes Chateaubriand’s 
hostile attitude towards the Revolution to the fact that he 
was a gentilhomme Breton ; this certainly provides a clue to 
those notions of honneur that lent dignity to some of his 
actions and quixotic absurdity to others. 

Those who have tried to master his mental anatomy 
attach great importance to a study of his origins and youth. 
The fact that he was for the most part neglected and solitary 
deepened his sensibility and fed his genius ; it also led to^a 
weakening of mental fibre and to much that was morbid in 
his life and writings. He says himself that his education 
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endowed him with ideas different from those of other men, 
and impressed upon his sentiments a character of melmicholy. 
This cdebrated melancholy is variously explained, but by no 
one better than Chateaubriand himself when he says that 
his youthful mind and heart were as two empty temples 
without altars or sacrifices. His exaggerated vanity and 
egotism were also developed in his earfy surroundings— ^e 
qualities that divided him from reality and were to raise up a 
host of enemies, the “ valets ” and “ pygmies ” of his letters. 
Those scenes in the Memoires d*eutre-tomie which provide 
the decor of his childhood and youth in Brittany, whether at 
St Malo or the melancholy Combourg, once read can never 
be fisrgotten. Equally striking are the portraits of his 
mother, the vivacious woman who consoled herself for an 
unhappy marriage with piety, and of his father, the sinister 
old man who was the terror of his servants. Towards the 
end of his life, when he is described b^ his son, he had become 
a hypochondriac dominated by family pride. In early life, 
however, he had broken with noble tradition, and revived 
the fortunes of his house by engaging in commerce. In his 
old age he had retained something of his early energy, for 
he was a critic of Court policy and an admirer of the noto- 
rious Abb£ Raynal. If Chateaubriand’s leanings towards 
pie^ can be traced to his mother, he owed his independent 
of judgment to his father, of whom he remarlss that if 
he had lived until the Revolution he would have played a 
great part. 

At the time when Young wrote his contemptuous descrip- 
tion of Coinbourg the eld^ Chateaubriand was dead, and 
his son was in Paris. One of his earliest contacts with the 
world was a presentation at Court, where he was no more 
at home than the Ingenu of Voltaire. In any case it was not 
Versailles, but Paris, that drew him, and he lived here till 
1791* In Paris he became acquainted with most of the 
men of letters, but the individual who made the deepest 
impression upon him was Malesherbes, the friend of Tuigot^ 
and the enemy of tyranny. The influence of this old man 
of ancient virtues and modern opinions, together with that 
of the fhilosophes with whose writings Chateaubriand had 
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made himself familiar, inclined him to liberalism, and he 
might have been won over by the Revolution but for the 
excesses of the mob. “ The Revolution would have carried 
me away,” he wrote, “ had it not started in crime. I saw 
the first head carried on the end of a pike, and I drew back.” 
As chaos increased it became clear that aristocrats would be 
persecuted, and Chateaubriand decided to leave the uncon- 
genial scene and visit America. I go in search of some- 
thing new. There is nothing to be done here,” he remarked 
to the Chevalier de Fanat. “ The King is lost, and there 
will be no counter-revolution.” 

We know now that he only accomplished a small part of 
the itinerary of which he boasted, but there is no reason 
to doubt his account of the intoxication of independence 
which seized him as he ran through the primeval forests of 
the New World, shouting his joy at the absence of roads 
and cities, monarchies, republics, and men. After five 
months of freedom, however, he began to see the advantage 
of closer contact with events, and when he heard of the 
arrest of Louis XVI at Varennes he decided, as he says later, 
to sacrifice himself to honneur and to join the army of the 
princes. He returned to France at Ae beginning of 1 792, 
and soon after left Paris for the frontier. He was wounded 
at Thionville, but managed to make his way to Jersey, and 
thence to London, where he remained, except for a period 
spent in Suffolk, for seven years. Although he referred 
afterwards to the “ happy days of garrets,” his life in England 
was a time of misery. He was constantly hearing of the 
imprisonment or execution of his friends; his lack of money 
forced him to gain a scanty living by teaching; for part of 
the time he was on the brink of starvation; and for some 
months he was in danger of death. 

It may be possible to study the works of some authors 
apart from their lives, but in the case of Chateaubriand, who 
was peculiarly open to the su^estion of events, life and 
works are inevitably linked. The biographical details of 
which the reader has been reminded are tne prelude to the 
Essai sur les revolutions written during his exile, and published 
in 1797. The Essai is a workof pessimism and revolt. The 
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Revolution had thwarted the career of this young man of 
twenty-six ; it was still in progress, and none could tell when 
it would end. Chateaubriand hoped by a study of antiqui^ 
to provide a chart for new and perilous seas. His chart is 
only a jumble of youthful learning, far-fetched historical 
pai^els, and ill-digested philosophy, and deserves to be 
forgotten, but for the evidence it provides of the religious 
fedings of the author, and of his attitude towards events in 
France. 

Chateaubriand inclines to a defence of the monarchy, but, 
though he condemns the Revolution, he admits it to have 
been inevitable. Louis XVI is described as one of the best 
kings that ever reigned in France, yet we read of the monarch 
lulled to repose in the lap of pleasure, of weak or wicked 
Ministers, of ignorant or vicious nobles, of clergy who were 
a ^grace to their order. But if he judged the Revolution 
to have been a necessity he has nothing but blame for 
Robespierre, whom he calls a scoundrel, or for the Jacobins, 
who had imprisoned the men of property and deluged the 
streets with blood. It had to be acmitted, however, that 
these monsters when they escaped from hell brought with 
them all the talents of demons, for it was they who had 
^ven to France a disciplined army, and had succeeded in 
bringing order out of anarchy. It might be, since no 
revolution could be entirely bad, that some of their principles 
would remain. Yet Chateaubriand rejects the ideas oi the 
philosophes, for he disliked aJl eighteenth-century v/riters, 
except Montesquieu, his political prophet, and Rousseau, 
whose disciple (within limits) he was. The philosophes by 
their writings had undermined rdigion and the State. They 
had destroyed everything, and they had given nothing. It 
was the duty of their followers to repair the ruins, and to 
raise up a mansion fit for the French to live in. He was not 
prepared, however, to act as architect of State, for, if he dis- 
approved of the Royalists who wished to remain men of the 
fourteenth century, and refused to be enlightened, he was 
equally unable to share the illusions of the Republicans, rush- 
ing madly as they were towards imaginary perfections. He 
explains that he is indifferent to all constitutions abstractly 
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considered, for it was waste of time to try to discover a per- 
fect government, both because we ourselves are vicious, and 
because civil liberty is a dream. All government is an evil 
and a yoke, but it does not necessarily follow that it must be 
abolished. Since we are born to be slaves let us support the 
burden, whether it be monarchical or republican, but in any 
case it is better to submit to an enlightened ruler than be led 
by the ignorant multitude, who will overwhelm all with woe. 
The argument is confused, but the general meaning is plain. 
He saw nothing to satisfy him in the history of his country 
past or present, or indeed in the history of the world, for he 
concludes that man is so feeble in his means and genius as 
to be capable only of repetition ; he moves round in a con- 
tinuous circle of misery from which there is no escape. 
Thus Chateaubriand denied the eighteenth-century religion 
of progress, and condemned political optimism as the result 
of ignorance. 

After the publication of I^e Genie du christianisme he was 
reproached for having shown in the Essai as great a scepticism 
in religion as in politics. It is true that he had reproduced 
the objections or the fhilosophes to Christianity, and voiced 
hh own dislike of the priests, but although he had no 
religious principles, he had shown some feeling for religion, 
and had decided that if Christianity was an illusion it was a 
social necessity. This was an idea which found an echo in 
the new school of thought that was arising as a counterblast 
to the Revolution, the school of the Catholic and political 
reaction. In 1 796 de Bonald had published his Theorie du 
pouvoir and de Maistre his Considerations sur la France, 
Both writers were profoundly hostile to the ideas of the 
eighteenth century, and made a return to mediaeval theory. 
They denied the importance of individual rights in society, 
and proclaimed the rights of the State. Society was not the 
work of man’s hands, but an emanation of the divine will. 

did not rest upon popular sovereignty, or any other 
rationalistic conception, but upon authority which comes 
from God. Man must adhere to a belief in divine revelation, 
and return to tradition, the only guarantee of order. 

Although points of similarity are to be found between the 
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political and social ideas of these thinkers and those of 
Chateaubriand, his r^le in the history of the reaction is 
entirely different. He never had enough oon^dction to be 
of value as a theorist. His part was rather to recruit the 
forces of sentiment, and this he did through the medium of 
art. He tells us that Le GSnie du christianisme was the out* 
come of his conversbn, and his conversion the result of the 
news of his mother’s deatlkand of her grief over his relapse 
from orthodoxy. " I wept,” he says, “ and I believed.” 
This event doubtless intensified his pious sentiments, but 
he seems in any case to have been looking, like Rivarol, for 
a religious principle, which would save him from the anarchy 
of his ideas, and he found his mode of expression under the 
stimulus of the religious revival that was going on aroimd 
him. The educatea classes in England were in full reaction 
against all forms of irreligion and free-thought, which they 
naturally associated with Jacobinism, while a strong belia 
had grown up among the French emigres, over whom the 
clergy had resumed tiieir influence, that foe restoration of 
religion was a fundamental basis of public morality. In 
France itself, where an orderly world was springing up 
again, foe nostalgia for foe past, which had been so rufo&sly 
destroyed, had led to foe dedine of afodsm, and by the 
bemnning of foe new century, when Chateaubriand returned 
to Paris, foe reviving interest in religion had been indicated 
not only by foe newspapers and popular prints, but by a 
number of works written in defence of Chnstianity. 

No one realised better than Napoleon that rdigbus 
tradition was a valuable instrument in foe hands of a ruler, 
and he took advantage of foe religious revival to stabilise his 
government by reconciling France with foe Church. On 
April 1 8 , 1 8o2, foe Concordat was proclaimed by drum and 
trumpet in all garters of Paris, and a solemn Te Deum was 
sung in Notre-Dame. This was foe moment towards which 
Chateaubriand had directed his energies, for foe literary 
deroration of foe great fite which reconciled society to 
religion was provided by Le GSnie du ckristianisme. The 
book is a defence of Christianity from foe judgment of foe 
eighteenth century that it was no better a barbarous 
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system which retarded the progress of the understanding. 
Chateaubriand sets out to prove, per contra^ that of all the 
religions which have ever existed it has been the most 
favourable to civilisation, and that the modern world is 
indebted to it for every improvement from agriculture to 
the abstract sciences. His work did not owe its immense 
popularity, however, to those pages which describe the 
sendees of religion and the Churdi, nor yet to his absurd 
arguments as to the existence of God and the truth of the 
Scriptures. Its brilliant success must rather be attributed 
to the appeal which it made to sentiment, and to its conquest 
of the imagination. The truth of Christianity was demon- 
strated by its beauty, and those who had been starved of 
religious emotion under the empire of Voltaire accepted the 
poet instead of the philosopher. 

Chateaubriand’s book had been dedicated to Napoleon, 
the powerful man who has drawn us from the abyss,” and 
if the latter did not read it through, as he confessed to 
Sismondi, for it was not his genre^ he certainly ran his eye 
over the concluding passages which recommend morality as 
a cure for turbulence. He determined to make trial of the 
man who had gilded his policy, and Chateaubriand was 
appointed secretary to the embassy at Rome. This sub- 
ordinate position failed to satisfy the ambition of the author 
of he Genie du christianisme^ and when a still humbler post 
in Switzerland was found for him as an alternative he decided 
to break with Napoleon, and regain his liberty. An excel- 
lent opportunity was provided by the execution of the Due 
d’£n|[hien, which revived his feeling for monarchy. He 
sent in his resignation, and retired into private life. His 
colossal vanity prevented him from serving a master to 
whom he does not hesitate to compare himself as an equal, 
but he was genuinely disgusted by the act of tyranny which 
ended the hopes of the Royalists. 

Although Chateaubriand admired the genius of Napoleon, 
to which he does full justice in his MimoireSy he abhorred his 
despotism, and made several courageous attacks upon it in 
the ten years following his retirement. A celebrated article 
in the Mercure contained allusions to the tyranny of Nero, 
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which caused the journal to be suppressed, while the address 
to the Academy, which he was foHjidden to deliver, but 
which was widely circulated, was a spirited defence of liber^. 
In ^e Itineraire describing his eastern travels the evils of 
Turkish despotism are particularly emphasised, while 
Napoleon could scarcely fail to recognise himself and his 
entourage in the various portraits drawn in Let Martyrs. By 
the end of the Empire Chateaubriand had acquired con> 
siderable prestige in Royalist circles as the man who had 
resisted the tyrant, and as the sun of the Emperor sank his 
own ambition mounted, and he began to regard himsdf as 
the prophet of the future. 

On March 31, 1814, six days before the abdication of 
Napoleon, the allies entered Paris, and Chateaubriand, who 
invariably staged his works with the hand of the artist, 
produced his first political writing, I^e Buonaparte et des 
Bourbons. “ It was in these criticd days,” he wrote later, 
** that I threw down my pamphlet to turn the scale.” He 
had detested the Enmire whicn had ^mapcd his talent, and 
had nothing to fear mm its fall. He attacked it now with 
all the force of his genius, in one of the most passionate and 
vindictive pieces in literature. He speaks 01 Napoleon as 
the great culprit of the age who had done more to injure 
humanity than all the tyrants of Rome. It was he who had 
destroyed 5,000,000 Frenchmen, and had exhausted the 
resources of France. Chateaubriand pours contempt upon 
his administrative abilities and even his military genius, and 
concludes tha^ far from having any claim to greatness, he 
was nothing better than a comedian who had employed the 
mask of a Caesar to hide a shallow intellect As an alter- 
native to Bonaparte, whose reign of glory was over, he 
offered another ruler who would be the saviour of France. 
” Let us re-establish the monarchy of Clovis,” he cries, 
** the patrimony of St Louis and Henry IV. The Bourbons 
are the governors best suited to our unhappy situation, their 
charitable hands alone can heal our wounds.” As in Le 
Genie du christtamsmei of which De Buonaparte et des 
Bourbons is the political counterpart the springs of sentiment 
were stirred by memories of the past. The glorious services 
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of the monarchy are recalled and the dry bones of kingship 
made to live. 

The book was enthusiastically welcomed by a public 
that was tired of political experiment, and the author was 
justified in thinking that he would have his reward. But 
Louis XVIII, although he declared that the pamphlet had 
been of more use to him than an army, distrusted the 
influence of poets in politics, and Chateaubriand was 
ignored. He did not despair of gaining a place in the 
(^vernment, however, and towards the end or 1814 pub- 
lished his Rijlexions poUtiques, the most serious contribution 
that he had yet made to politics. In the interval that had 
occurred since he had written De Buonaparte et des Bourbons 
the constitution had been proclaimed, which had made an 
attempt to secure political liberty for France, and it was to 
the Charter, unacceptable as it was to theorists like de 
Bonald, who demanded a return to absolutism, and to the 
fanatics of the emigration, who wished for a restoration of 
privilege, that Chateaubriand pinned his faith. Although 
he was loyal to tradition and had supported the Legitimacy, 
he saw that it was impossible to ignore the results of the 
Revolution and to restore the old re^me. His pamphlet^ 
therefore, is a plea for the spirit of compromise as embodied 
in the Charter, which provided a link between past and 
present, and held out a hope of peace. Chateaubriand 
aescribes the Charter as a truce between Republicans and 
Royalists which combined aU opinions, realised all hopes, 
and satisfied all wants, and he asks the nation to rally round 
the Government and to accept it loyally. He reminded 
critics that the constitution of England was the result of 
long ages of experiment, and that it was absurd for French- 
men to demand immediate perfection. To those who com- 
plained that the King had insisted on receiving the crown 
as his inheritance, and not as the gift of the people, he replied 
that it would have been impossime to accept the principle of 
popular sovereignty, since France was no longer a republic. 
To those who wished for a complete return to the past he 
suggested that if the monarchy were an ancient tree whose 
trunk should be respected, it might be expedient to graft its 
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branches with new fruits, for nations, like rivers, cannot 
return to their source, and men must move with the times. 
All had suffered from the misfortunes of the past, but all 
could take their lesson. They had seen the disadvantages 
both of a republic and of an excess of absolute power ; it 
remained for them to accept the form of ^vernment best 
fitted to national dignity and most conduave to happiness 
— namely, a limited monarchy. 

The RSJlexions were condemned by the matadors of the 
emigration, who saw in the Charter the death of their hopes, 
but they were welcomed by Royer-Collard and other 
moderate Royalists, including the King himself. During 
the Hundred Days Chateaubriand followed the Court to 
Ghent^ and was appointed Minister of the Interior, but he 
failed to conciliate Talleyrand and Fouch£, the men of the 
moment^ to whom he makes spiteful reference in his 
MimoireSj and after the return of the King to Paris the only 
substantial reward he received for his services was his entry 
into the House of Peers. He had hoped for a Royalist 
administration, but Louis XVIII, who realised the difficulties 
of his position and wished to keep the balance between the 
parties, chose a Government of Moderates. Disgusted at 
seeing the men of the Empire and Revolution in power, and 
disappointed at not having himself received office, the author 
of the RSflexions, in whom the passions of the emigre were now 
uppermost^ abandoned his r6Ie of liberal monarchist and 
went over to the extreme Royalists. 

The Ultras, representing the old feudal element, were 
naturally loyal to the King, through whom they hoped to 
recover their privileges, but they were determined to resist 
the new hmrgeeisie and keep them from power. As a result 
of the reactionary feelings roused by the sufferings of the 
Hundred Days they had secured a majority in the Hous(^ 
and, although they disliked the Charter, which embodied 
revolutiona^ principles, decided to support the Parliament- 
ary system it had established and to exploit it for their own 
ends. The men of the Revolution and Empire were equallv 
determined to keep the advantages th^ had won, and, 
although they had accepted the Restoration without enthu- 

38 



CHATEAUBRIAND 

siasixi) were forced by the hostility of the Ultras to rely on 
the Crown. They looked to the monarchy to safeguard tkem 
against their enemies, and to the claims made by the latter 
on behalf of the Chamber they opposed the prerogatives 
of the Throne. The Ministry, sdarmed by the extreme 
measures of the Royalists, which they feared would imperil 
the monarchy, turned more and more to the Left, and when 
a political crisis arose which ^ve birth to the hope that the 
elections would be in their mvour advised the King to dis- 
solve the Chamber. The royal ordinance by which this 
was effected on September 5, 1816, was at once a disavowal 
of the Ultras and an attack on Parliamentary power, and 
Chateaubriand, who had found little scope for his talent in 
the Chamber of Peers, decided to champion both. 

The Charter, while nominally establishing constitutional 
monarchy, had left two questions in doubt, the extent and 
nature of ^e King’s prerogative and the responsibility of his 
Ministers. Chateaubriand’s main aim in writing De la 
Monarclne selott la charte, the most important of his political 
works, was to establish the principle of Ministerial respon- 
sibility, by which he hoped at once to destroy the power of 
the C^vernment and to strengthen his own party. The 
King, he explains, can do nothing by himself ; he can only 
act through his Ministers, and these must accept respon- 
sibility for the Crown. Although the Ministry should be 
controlled by the King, it should identify itself with the 
majority in the Chamber, and bow to the force of public 
opimon. Although he limits the royal prerogative by con- 
demning the exercise of royal author!^ by ordinance, and 
denying the Crown the sole power of initiative in legislation, 
both of which rights had been conceded by the Charter, he 
holds, like a true Royalist, that all institutions must rest on 
traditional principles. He allows the dogma, formulated in 
the preamble to ue Charter, that aU authority resides in the 
King’s person, and in a passage which modifies his previous 
pronouncements declares wi^ the theorists of the reaction 
that the King is answerable to none save God and his con- 
science. He wanted to show the Royalists whose prejudices 
he did not really share how, without abandoning their 
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principles, the7 might accept and interpret the Charter. 
At the same time he hoped to strangle the democratic hopes 
of his enemies, whom he rightly suspected of wishing to 
dilute the monarchical prinaple with popular theory. He 
knew that the Charter was ultimately founded on the will of 
the King rather than on that of the prople, and if he did not 
at this period actually foresee the Revolution of 1830 he 
must have regarded it as a possibility. Some of his pro- 
posals — for example, that for the appointment of Roydists 
to the highest posts as a safeguard against reaction — as well 
as his extraordinary claims on behalf of absolutism, confuse 
his general argument on behalf of representative government, 
but despite these characteristic lapses from logic the chapters 
he devotes to an exposition of the Parliamentary system are 
clear and sound, and in writing these he performed a real 
service. He set forth the doctrines of that system in a more 
practical fashion than they had been set forth before, and 
if it is hardly true, as he claims in his Mhnoires, that if 
he had not been there to make himself the schoolmaster of 
constitutionalism all parties would have put the Charter in 
their pockets, he certainly demonstrated the importance of 
the theory that “ the King reigns, but does not govern,** 
which, although never acceptable to the Bourbons, was the 
formula of the July Monarchy. 

As a result of his attack upon the Government Chateau- 
briand’s name was struck off the list of Ministers of Stat^ 
the pension involved in this honorific position was discon- 
tinued, and his pamphlet was seized. Infuriated by this 
blow, and by the fact that the Moderates had succeeded at 
the elections, he turned more fiercely to the Ultras, and 
founded the Cons&rvateur^ in which periodical he used his 
brilliant journalistic abilities to undermine the Ministry. 
After the £dl of the Liberals in 1820, which was largely his 
work, his own party was returned to power, and the door of 
politics was at last open. He was sent as ambassador to 
Berlin and thence to London, and was subsequently cho^n 
to represent France at the Congress of Verona. As Foreign 
Minister he produced the war with Spain, the crusade on 
behalf of absolutism,** which he looked upon as his greatest 
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achievement. But his grandiose schemes of foreign policy 
were unaccratable to Vill^le, who was more concerned with 
financial reform than with dreams of glory. An excuse 
was found to get rid of him, and he was abruptly dismissed. 
Chateaubriand, whose continual boast was that he was the 
restorer of religion, confesses in his Mimmresy with reference 
to his &11, that it would have been better to have borne the 
blow with Christian fortitude, but that he was unfortu- 
nately not the man to turn the other cheek. He abandoned 
the Ultras, and, although always a solitaire^ may be said to 
have joined the Liberals, becoming the violent enemy of the 
Government to which he owed his disgrace. As he had 
attacked Decazes and the Moderates in the Conservateur, so 
he now used the Journal des Dibats as a weapon against 
VilRle and the Royalists. In his speeches and newspaper 
articles he posed as the champion of the *' public liberties,** 
and, although the Restoration was inevitably doomed 
through its policy of reaction, there was no single indi- 
vidual who md more to secure its fall. After the Revo- 
lution of 1830, however, he refused to take the oath of 
allegiance to Louis Philippe, and resigned his seat in the 
House of Peers. Despite his attacks on the Government 
he dung to the last to the idea of the Legitimacy, and thus 
felt justified in declaring that he had been faithful to his 
principles, for he had betrayed neither liberty nor the 
King. 

Chateaubriaitd has been accused of remaining through- 
out th^olitical atheist that he had declared himself to be 
in the Essaiy and he says himself on many subsequent occa- 
sions that he was a sceptic in politics. Towards the end of 
his life he wrote that, always a man of the past, he had never 
believed in his times, and that he had no faith in either 
kings or peoples. He was fundamentally an egotist, and 
perhaps an anarchist, yet he had the intelligence to see 
both the value of idealism and the necessity of discipline. 
He seems to have found his scepticism a burden, and he 
was always looking for some means to escape from it. He 
had not the patience, or perhaps the ability, however, to 
follow systematically any line of thought, and he disliked 
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and distrusted all abstract reasoning. In Le Ginie he con> 
demns the works of the philosophes in that they contained 
nothing to satisfy or fill, while it was to “ visionary specu- 
lations,” which had neglected to take account of the lessons 
of experience, that he constantly ascribes the horrors of the 
Revolution. In De la Restauration et de la monarchie ilec- 
Hvef written in 1831, he sa^ that he was a Royalist by 
reason and conviction, and a Republican by taste and char- 
acter. Inclined by temperament and the influence of his 
early surrouncfings to individualism, the Revolution had 
established his belief in authority, but he had acquired a 
profound distaste for despotism under Napoleon, and by 
the conclusion of the Empire the pupil of Malesherbes had 
arrived at a definite appreciation of Liberalism. At the 
Restoration he was certainly facing both ways, for he makes 
it dear in his writings that, while he still dung to the 
past and had not lost his faith in authority, he did not 
believe in political stagnation, and was prepared to accept 
the future. 

His subsequent career is the history of his attempt to re- 
concile his sentiments. He was a sincere admirer of what 
he calls the “ solidity of the English monarchy, kept in 
balance by an even swin^ of liberty and power,” and once 
he had rejected his futii in absolutism he held firmly to his 
idea of constitutional kingship. In De la Monarchie selon 
la charte he shows that he understood the principles of 
the Parliamentary system, and after his d^ection from 
the Royalists he was a constant critic of arbitrary power. 
Yet, although he opposed the more violently reactionary 
measures of the Government, when he took up the rile of 
the championship of Liberalism we are bound to susp^ 
his sincerity, for he made it dear that he had no faith in 
popular government, and demonstrated on several occasions 
that benevolent despotism was nearer his heart. There 
one liberty, however, which he always defended with sincerity 
and warmtii, and that was the liberty of the Press. He had 
never forgotten the silence imposed upon public opinion by 
Napoleon, and as a journalist desired free play for his own 
most important weapon — ^namely, his pen. He declared 
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that, the Press being the great instrument of public opinion, 
it was upon its unfettered action that representative govern- 
ment must ultimately depend. He realised that the power 
of the Press was tending to become a new tyranny, but it 
was useless to try to suppress it, for, as with the steam- 
engine, the more one aimed at compression the more vio- 
lently it was likely to explode. He pointed out that it was 
the suppression of public opinion under the old monarchy 
to which Louis XVl owed his fate, and that by leaving the 
tongue of the people free grievances expressed might be 
remedied, and thus a siu*e support would be found for the 
Throne. 

Chateaubriand boasts in his Memoires that the Bourbons 
had flourished as long as they listened to him, and in De la 
Restauration et de la monarchie elective he implies that if he 
had held oflice he could have prevented their fall. But the 
foundations of the monarchy had been radically under- 
mined by the Revolution, and the democratic forces which 
always threatened the Restoration would certainly have 
been beyond his control. He was, moreover, too often 
ruled by passion or sentiment to have kept the balance be- 
tween the parties, and there is no indication that he would 
have made an effective statesman. Yet he was not merely 
the erratic phrase-maker or morbid dilettante that some 
would have us believe, for he showed sound sense in his plea 
for moderation in Church questions and other matters, and 
he had an excellent grasp of the political meaning of his 
times. Once the Revolution of 1830 was accomplished, 
for instance, he had no illusions as to the future. He had 
no belief in the July Monarchy, the half-way house between 
the Legitimacy and democracy, and he prophesied that it 
would not last. It would be destroyed by that public 
opinion which had already condemned the monarchy, and 
could only be satisfied with its natural expression — a re- 
public. He viewed the world of the future as he imagined 
it with alarm, for he realised that the political revolution of 
1830 would produce a social revolution, and he had no 
faidi in democracy. In the Essai he had protested against 
the excessive philanthropy of the Age of Reason, which had 
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failed to take account of the fact that the poor of every 
state are more dangerous than the rich, and often less 
valuable members of society ; while his instinctive dislike 
of the crowd is evident from the description which he gives 
of the dangers of ancient democracy in the Itiniraire, and 
from a variety of passages in the Memoires. Influenced 
doubtless by what he knew of the Terror, he considered 
that democracy in its thirst for equality was prepared to go 
to any lengths to procure it, and was only too apt to sub- 
merge liberty in despotisni. He preferred an aristocratic 
system based on property and fortified by religion, as more 
likely to secure that order which is a guarantee of freedom, 
but in any case, as he said in a spee^ on conscription, he 
did not believe in what he calls a “ metaphysical equality,’’ 
which had no real existence in property, education, or 
manners. 

He saw that society was about to enter an industrial 
stage, and, although he wrote an appreciative account of 
the marvellous progress made by science and industry since 
his childhood, he hated the age of the steam-engine. In 
Le Genie he had condemned the “ vanity ” of science, and 
poured contempt on those who imagined that the whole 
of human wisdom is comprised in the circle of the mechani- 
cal inventions, and, writing much later, when industrial 
development was more advanced, he expresses the fear that 
material improvement had brought no advance in morality. 
He seems to have had no sympathy with the miserable ran- 
didon of the workers produced by ue Industrial Revolution, 
nor to have shared the views of Saint-Simon and others 
who hoped to transform socie^. His only concern for a 
community in which, as he says, some were the possessors 
of millions while others were ^ing of hunger was that when 
the lower classes were unabl^ through loss of religious 
belief, to find consolation for their privations a convulsion 
would occur which would unbalance society. He con- 
tinually repeats the idea of the Essai that the soundest basis 
of society is the moral law. The idea of duly involved in 
religion must be the controller and regulator of the demo- 
cratic instinct; this alone could secure true liberty and 
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equality, and would destroy a formidable new idolatry, the 
love of man for himself. 

In the Essai Chateaubriand had speculated as to what 
would follow the decay of Christianity. A general state of 
enlightenment might produce a new metaphysical religion, 
or even a universal state of happiness and friendship among 
nations who had learned to dispense with doctrine, but it 
seemed more likely that, torn by revolutions, wars, and 
anarchy, humanity would gradually revert to barbarism. 
But in the preface to Les Etudes historiques^ written thirty- 
four years later, he declares that Christianity will not perish, 
for it has its roots in the sky, and only needs some man of 
genius to endow it with fresh life. In the Essai^ in common 
with de Maistre and other thinkers of the reaction, he had 
denied the idea of progress as set forth, for example, by 
Condorcet, but he shows that he has now repented of his 
scepticism, and declares himself the apostle of evolution. 
In the interesting exposition of his new faith contained in 
I^s Etudes he steers a middle course between the ideas ex- 
pressed in the Discours sur Vhistoire universelle and the Essai 
sur les meeurs. He acknowledges with Bossuet that Chris- 
tianity had been the dominating force in history, but he 
also proclaims with Voltaire a belief in the powers of the 
intellect as a guiding force in human destiny. Christianity, 
or Catholicism — ^for with Chateaubriand the terms are 
synonymous— in order to obtain a desirable universality 
must avoid rigidity and expand with the needs of the times. 
If stable in doctrine it must be mobile in intelligence, and 
instead of. hampering knowledge must accept it as an ally. 

The belief in progress was again coming into fashion 
owing to the advance of science, which was opening up 
indefinite vistas of improvement. It was being implied in 
the new philosophy of history set forth by Cousin and 
Guizot. It was being proclaimed by some of the Romantic 
writers and by the more practical disciples of Saint-Simon. 
There is no doubt diat Chateaubriand at this period was 
influenced by the views of his contemporaries, and particu- 
larly by those of Lamennais, the brilliant author of the Essai 
sur r indifference, who was then writing in the journal known 
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as V Avenir under the motto “ God and Liberty.** Lamen- 
nals at this stage of his career had abandoned his stricdy 
theocratic attitude, and was trying to reconcile the prindples 
of Catholicism and democracy. Chateaubriand in devdop- 
ing his argument on behalf of an intelligent and universal 
Catholicism considered that the Church should take into 
account the general progress of the peoples towards liberty, 
and conciliate political as well as religious interests. Un> 
like the formidable champion of Ultramontanism, however, 
who had not yet broken with the Papacy, influenced doubt- 
less by his general dislike of despotism, he declared that 
the Pope, while remaining the symbol of Christian unity, 
should renounce his mediaeval pretensions ’* — ^that is, his 
temporal and dictatorial functions, for the political age of 
Christianity was over, its philosophical age had begun. 

Of the fifty volumes or Chateaubriand’s writings which 
stand on library shelves, with the exception of Atala and 
Renif his literary masterpieces, only the twelve volumes 
of the Mimoires are likely to attract readers to-day. The 
political writings, although th^ include some valuable 
reflections and many brilliant aphorisms, contain no 
systematic political doctrine, and are often marred by 
contradictions and confusion of thought. They were 
nearly all written in the heat of passion to meet the needs 
of a particular occasion, and were apt to be merely a 
reflection of the mood of the hoiir. Of his social ideas 
that dealing with religion as a safeguard of democracy is 
of most interest and value. But his views on democracy 
were obviously coloured by prejudice, while he attempted 
no system of ethics. Chateaubriand was strongly attracted 
to all the great ideals involved in the terms tradition, 
liberty, and religion, but, despite his valiant efforts, he was 
never able to square them with reality or to e3q)lain them 
satisfactorily even to himself. In his youth he had seen 
the old order destroyed by the volcanic forces of the 
Revolution, and his career covers that period in which 
France was endeavouring to recover her equilibrium. If 
he shows a lamentable want of balance he is merely a 
reflection of his times. Yet if he was of his age he was 
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also not of it. For, passionately desiring to play a part, 
he was not able to sustain any that he selected, and, wishing 
to be a leader of thought, his imagination unhinged his 
philosophy. “ A man of action and a man of thought, 
I have placed my hand in the centuiy, my mind in the 
desert.” Such is the melancholy confession at the con> 
elusion of the Memoires, The rSle of this poet was to live 
like a giant among pygmies. He was never completely a 
citizen of the world. 

The remarks on the Romantics which the title of my 
article will lead the reader to expect must necessarily be 
very brief. The Restoration, as is well known, gave an 
immense impetus to literary activity, owing to the removal 
of the intellectual restrictions imposed by Napoleon. In his 
Histoire de la Restauration Lamartine describes, in one of 
his most glowing passages, how the arts forgotten or en- 
slaved under the police of the Empire seemed to spring 
from the soil under the feet of the Bourbons ; and Edmond 
Scherer, who also wrote with personal experience of these 
times, recalls in Les "Etudes critiques how the young men, 
confronted with everything that was new from politics to 
literature, were filled vdth a glorious optimism. Side by 
side with the spirit of exaltation, however, there was the 
feeling of lassitude and fatigue described in La Confession 
dHun enfant du sihcle^ for the trials and excitements of the 
Revolution and Empire produced their reactions, and 
there were many who longed only for peace. It is a 
commonplace that after Rousseau and Bernardin de Saint- 
Pierre the Romantic school owed more to Chateaubriand 
than to any other writer. To those in revolt against the 
dryness and realism of the eighteenth century he opened 
up a new kingdom of feeling and imagination ; to those 
who were disheartened by the iconoclasm of the Revolu- 
tion he offered an idealised past. The leading ideas that 
animated the early Romantics, and more especially Hugo and 
Lamartine, were naturally similar to his own — ^belief in the 
restored monarchy and adherence to the new Catholicism. 

As a young man Hugo had declared that he wished to 
be Chateaubriand or nothing, and the influence of the 
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master is seen in all his early work. With Chateaubriand 
he condemned the eighteenth century for having destroyed 
in the pride of its knowledge the dogmas which are the 
support of tradition ; with him also he attacked the Revo- 
lution, and poured contempt on Napoleon. His youthful 
imagination was fired by the themes mat had been glorified 
in La Ginie and in Ias Mar^s. The inspiration of Les 
Odes derives from Christian sources, the spirit of Ias 
Ballades is that of ancient France. In a prmce to both 
published in 1824 Hugo declares his enthusiastic ap- 
proval of the new monarchical and religious sodety that 
was arising from the ruins, and, by his definition of the 
poet’s function, prodaims his faith in the future. It was 
the duty of the poet to rroair the evil done by a pagan and 
democratic literature. He must stir all hearts by singing 
the double glories of his country and religion. He must 
march before the peoples like a beacon, and show them 
the way to the great prindples of order and morality. 

Lamartine records that, having been born of a Royalist 
family who bitterly regretted the fall of the Throne and 
the crimes of anarmy, he was, as a young man, a passion- 
ate adorer of everything connected with the past This 
youthful poet of the Throne and Altar, although later one 
of his severest critics, was during the early years of the 
Restoration also a great admirer of Chateaubriand. He 
speaks of him in one of the prefaces to Les Meditalions 
as one of the two geniuses who had consoled him at his 
entry into life (Mme de StaSl being the other one), and 
relates that he was a fanatical reader of Atala and Le 
Ginie du chrisHanisme. His early poetry shows the same 
reaction against the French Revolution as that of Hugo ; 
it is inspired with the same religious outiook, it breathes 
the same ardent Royalism. 

Although, according to a writer in the Gazette de France^ 
Chateaubriand had lost tiie respect of all ^e political 
parties towards the end of the Restoration, it would be 
difficult to overestimate his influence in the realm of art. 
He was the prophet of nearly all the early Romantic poets, 
and the idol of the Paris salons^ After 1830, however, 
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there was a marked difference. Therevoltagainstclassicism 
in literature, which was associated from the beginning with 
the Romantic movement, and for which Chateaubriand 
himself was largely responsible, had sowed the seeds of 
revolt against all forms of authority, and once the failure 
of the Restoration was assured there was a general move- 
ment in favour of Liberalism. The increasing importance 
of social questions led some of the Romantics farther in 
the direction of reform; there was a tendency to move 
from the literary camp to the political, and to engage in 
revolutionary activities. 

The religion of the Romantics, in common with that of 
the author of Le Genie du chrisHanisme, was aesthetic in 
quality, and founded chiefly on sentiment. It is not sur- 
prising, therefore, that when once a breach was made in 
the d^ences of tradition a relwse into scepticism should 
take place. After 1830 both Hugo and Lamartine, who 
threw themselves into politics, rejected practically all the 
Christian dogmas, and lost their feeling of loyalty to the 
Throne. The author of Les Odes et ballades produced 
Notre-Dame de Paris ; the poet of Les premiires Meditations 
wrote La Chute eTun ange. 

Chateaubriand himself in his last speech in the House 
of Peers declared that the idolatry of a name had perished, 
for monarchy was no longer a religion ; and soon after- 
wards paid homage to the god of ideas by proclaiming his 
theory of progress. Had he been a younger man he might 
have joined the forces of victory, but he was too old and 
discouraged for fresh enthusiasms, and he did nothing to 
help the heirs of the Revolution to build up a new world. 
He kept to the last to his r^le of the Bayard of the ancient 
monarchy^, and shrank more and more from reality into a 
world of dreams. When he heard of the Revolution of 
1 848, which he just lived to see, he is said to have wept, 
for there was no more to hope for, and he had no love for 
the people whose hour had come. At the end of his^ life 
he was nothing but a ruin, a monument of the old society, 
a mournful relic of the past. 

CoNSTANTIA MaXWELL 
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HEGEL THE GERMAN IDEALIST 


H egel and the German Idealists is a sulyect that 
would suitably be included in a series of articles 
such as the present, but I propose to confine myself 
to Hegel, and that for two reasons. First, the space at my 
disposal is scarcely adequate even fisr the consideration of 
the philosophy of a political thinker so fundamental as 
Hegel. Secondly, the German idealists before Hegel, how- 
.ever true it be that they laid the foundation of much in 
Hegel’s thought, are not in the least representative of the 
Age of Reaction and Reconstruction. In the history of 
thought a man’s foes are often those of his own household, 
and it is against Kant and one school of Kanlians that 
Hegel is in reaction. Kant had rejoiced in both the 
American War of Independence and the French Revolu- 
tion. Hegel mostly refers to the French Revolution as a 
terrible warning, or an evident proof of the shdlowness 
and dangerous character of the ideas upon which it is 
based. And Hegel himself seems to me entirely typical 
of the age we are considering. Opinions va^ as to 
whether he is nearer reaction or reconstruction. There 
are reactionary things in him. When he talks about the 
sort of people who are often called doctrinaire Radices a 
certain petulance and temper is apparent in his gibes. 
Yet he is no mere defender of the existing state of aS^irs. 
He gives a penetrating analysis of something which in his 
time was only coming into existence — ^the nineteenth- 
century modern State. He seems to me to be even more 
than Burke the great representative of modern Conserva- 
tism. He has all the Conservative’s characteristic dislike 
of mere abstract principles ; his respect for history and 
the accomplished fact ; his wise insistence on the rationality 
of the existing institution ; his appreciation of the different 
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parts to be played by different classes in the community; 
his reverence alike for the family and for the State; his 
national patriotism; and his distaste for cosmopolitan ideals. 

Hegel was born in Stuttgart in 1770, in the same year as 
Wordsworth. Like Wordsworth, he shared in the hopes 
and enthusiasms of the early days of the French Revolu- 
tion. While at the University of Tubingen he helped in 
forming a political club in whi^ the ideas of the Revolution 
were discussed and was distinguished among its members as 
the enthusiastic champion of liberty and fraternity. Like 
Wordsworth again, he was disappointed and disillusioned by 
the development of the Revolution. In the six years after 
he left the university, from 1793 to 1799, he was a tutor 
in a private family, first in Berne and then in Fran^rt. 
In these years he thought out for himself his new position — 
a restatement of the principle of liberty. Rousseau and 
Kant had drawn some of their inspiration from classical 
Rome. Hegel brings into political philosophy an enthusi- 
astic admiration for the theory and practice of the Greek 
dty state. He found in an idealised picture of the Greek 
7c6Xiq the conception of a state where ethical ideals had been 
wrought into the texture of social life, and he never ceased 
to contrast such a realised or objective ideal of “ ethical 
observance” with what he considered to be the abstract 
and Utopian demands of the individualists of his time. 

From 1 800 to 1 807 Hegel was at Jena. His house was 
plundered by French soldiers in the occupation of Jena just 
before the battle, and he escaped with the last pages of the 
Phanomenolo^e in his pocket. The war destroyed uni- 
versity life at Jena, and Hegel had to find other occupation. 
He got a position as rector of the gymnasium at Ntirnbergj 
which he held till 1816, when he was made professor of 
philosophy at Heidelberg. In 1 8 1 8 he was called to Berlin 
to occupy the chair vacated by Fichte’s death. He was 
professor of philosophy at Berlin, occupying the most 
important philosophical post in Germany, and high in 
favour with the Prussian Government, till his death in 1 83 

Hegel wrote several treatises on political subjects besides 
the Grundlinien der Philosophie des Rechts : an early treatise 
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on the constitution of Germany in 1 8o2, a pamphlet on the 
Whrtemberg Estates in i8i6, and one on the English 
Reform Bill in 1831. He also mote in 1802 a work on 
the scientific treatment of Natural Law, and the Etuyklo- 
padie published in 1 8 1 7 gives a sketch of Us general political 
theory. But by far his most important work on politics 
is the Philosophy of Right published in 1821. There is so 
much to be said about this great and fundamental book that 
I shall confine myself to it in this article. 

Hegel’s political philosophy is with us still rather under 
a doud. His extravagant remarks in glorification of the 
State were taken to be responsible in some degree, for the 
War. He may be thought, with some jiistice, to repl^ent 
the spirit of nineteenth-century Prussia, and that is some- 
thing to which we still find it difficult to do justice. But, 
even apart from the lingering of war prejudice, it is true 
that Hegel is most defective m regard to the questions in 
which we are now most interested He has little under- 
stanffing of international relations. He is too much pre- 
occupid with the independent nation State. We find 
more sustenance in Kant’s tractate on perpetual peace, 
which Hegel despised, than in all Hegel’s account of 
international relations. Further, he was too much concerned 
with emphasising the importance of the State against 
theories which wrongly depredated it to have the time or 
the patience to discuss at all thoroughly the problems which 
we hear so much of — whidi concern the relation between 
the State and other assodations. 

Apart from these reasons the book is very difficult — ^for 
this political theoij is part of, or, if you like, is essentially 
the application or Hegd’s plulosophical system, and to 
those who have not immersed themselves in that system 
and are concerned primarily with the political theory the 
book is full of dark sayings and mysterious technical terms 
and phrases. “ The good is, in general, the essence of 
the idll in its substantive and universal character-— the will 
in its truth. It exists solely in and by means of thought.” 
There is hardly a page which has not some dark saying of 
that kind. 
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Nevertheless this neglect into which the Philosophy of 
Right has ^len is undeserved, and I want to try not to 
expound Hegel's whole philosophy of right or law — that 
would have to begin with some account of the Hegelian 
system which would more than absorb the space available — 
but to set before the reader some of the things in the Philo- 
sophy of Right which both explain the great influence it has 
had on the subsequent history of political thought from Karl 
Marx to our own Green and Bosanquet and make it a pro- 
foundly inspiring and illuminating work. 

The first point I want to consider is Hegel’s conviction 
that the understanding of the nature of the State is not easy 
and is a task for philosophy. “ We must learn that if it is 
difficult to conceive of nature, it is infinitely harder to 
apprehend the state." There are those who criticise the 
whole conception of political philosophy and wish to regard 
political theory as a science in the ordinary sense of the 
term. Hegel’s answer is that the State " is the world the 
spirit has made for itself.” What he means by that is this 
at least : that the State exists in’ the sphere of will, that it 
exists and is maintained by man willing, and that we can 
have no understanding or comprehension of it if we think 
of it as an ordinary thing unless we take the trouble to 
understand the nature of willing. Now to understand 
what will is we must have recourse to reflection, to making 
clear to ourselves what we are doing, to making explicit 
what we do implicitly. This act of reflection, of coming to 
comprehend what in a certain implicit sense we know 
already, is the peculiar business of philosophy. Such 
philosophical reflection is not an easy matter ; we have to 
be taught to philosophise. We have got to rise above our 
ordinary categories. Much political theory goes wrong 
because it will not take this original trouble of reflection, 
and philosophical theory of the State cannot be appreciated 
by those who will not make the necessary intellectual effort 
to understand it. The effort is worth while. Much of the 
remarkable and far-reaching influence which this Philosophy 
of Right has had on political thinkers of all schools is 
entirely due to the fact that it did achieve an apprehension 
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of the State : there are many discussions which have not 
even begun to do that. 

When we come to consider the nature of willing we find 
in it two characteristics which make the basis of Hegel’s 
consideration of the State. It is the nature of will, as 
contrasted with desire, to be universal. In Heel’s words, 
“ the individual is, according to the pure will, a tmiversal 
being.” This central position he derived, as he explains, 
from Rousseau and Kant. He added to it an insistence 
that will is not really will until it objectifies itself, 
expresses itself in the outside world, and above all in 
society and the State. He treats the State and social in- 
stitutions as “ objective spirit ” ; they are willing — treason 
in action — ^realised. They are the great instances of his 
fundamental doctrine, asserted emphatically in the prefiice : 
“ The rational is the real and the real is the rational.” 
Whatever we may think of this as a general metaphysical 
doctrine it has peculiar relevance when applied to social 
institutions. They are only to be understood as embodi- 
ments of the rational will. For an institution can only 
endure and be an institution in virtue of the universal and 
therefore rational will which supports it, whose expression 
it is. 

From this fundamental position there follows in the first 
place a new conception of me nature of political philosophy. 
It is not its business to say what the State ought to be, or 
to construct Utopias or ideal States. It is concerned to 
understand the State as it is. But it takes philosophy to 
do that. For to understand this State as it is, to grasp its 
real or rational nature, as distinct from the accidental 
characteristics of this or that State, and to apprehend the 
rational will embodied in it. 

This treatise, in so far as it contains a political science, is nothing 
more than an attempt to conceive of and present the State as in 
itself rational. As a philosophical writing it must be on its guard 
against constructing a State as it ought to be. Philosophy cannot 
teach the State what it should he, but only how it, the ethical 
Universe, is to be known. To apprehend what is is the task of 
philosophy, because what is is reason. 
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Only one word more concerning the desire to teach the world 
what it ought to be. For such a desire philosophy at least always 
comes too late. Philosophy, as the thought of this world, does 
not appear until reality has completed its formative process, and 
made itself ready. History thus corroborates the teadiing of the 
conception that only in the maturity of reality does the ideal 
appear as counterpart to the real, apprehends the real world in 
its substance, and shapes it into an intellectual kingdom. When 
philosophy paints its grey in grey, one form of life has become old, 
and by means of grey it cannot be rejuvenated but only known. 
The owl of Minerva takes its flight only when the shadows of 
evening are fallen. 

There is in this conception of the task of political 
philosophy a certain ambiguity which Hegel perhaps did 
not always escape. It may be used, as it is in the preface, 
where Hegel is rebuking in a rather petulant fashion 
contemporary Liberalism, to assert the superiority of 
established institutions, which are embodied reason, against 
the necessarily abstract proposals of reformers. It may 
assume that the fact, just because it is a fact, is rational 
and therefore to be defended. Both those great philo- 
sophical Gjnservatives, Burke and Hegel, are guilty at 
times of this most annoying of all the devices of reaction. 
** What seek ye? is the cry of tyrants in all times.” 

But Hegel’s true position is other than this. For that 
implies that there is a difference between the rational will 
which is embodied in an institution and its accidental and 
defective expressions. Further, the will which is rational 
is never anything finally embodied in external form. It is 
a becoming, a perpetual willing, and is something which 
always holds its own criticism within it. Though Hegel 
may contrast the actual with the merely ideal, the real 
which is rational has always its ideal side. It is always 
'Seeking to go beyond its actual achievement. If an institu- 
tion does not embody an ideal, criticising, reforming will, 
it has outlived its usefulness. Political theory on this 
view is not studying any abstract * what ought to be.* 
It is studying someming immanent in institutions, but 
immanent as a living, constructive, critical force. Hegel, 
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for accidental reasons, is more obviously concerned to 
rebuke the abstractness of ideals than the inertness of 
institutions, but the rational will which he finds in the 
State must be both ideal and actual, embodied in fact, 
but reaching forward to a truer expression of itself. 

We can see from the Philosophy of Right itself that this 
is Hegel’s true position. For the State as it is,” which 
he describes, is no State which was in existence when he 
wrote. It is the constitutional and industrial nation State 
of the nineteenth century, which in He|;ers time was 
only just coming into being. He did perceive in a remark- 
able way the idea which was immanent in the States of his 
time, which, because it was immanent, was shaping history. 
If we are to say with Hegel that it is the business of political 
philosophy to understand the State as it is, we must remem- 
ber then that philosophical understanding is grasping the 
conception or essence of the State, and that is the same as 
graming the ideal operating in the State. 

We may perhaps sum up this side of Hegel’s work 
by reminding ourselves that it was he who really brought 
historical method into political philosophy. His belief in 
history is what, more than anything else, distinguishes 
him from his predecessors and above all from Kant. The 
rational which is real is for Hegel always an historical 
process. Reality is to be understood in becoming and 
therefore in history. For Hegel the dialectical process, in 
which truth came from the coming together of opposing 
views, was only the mirror of a dialectical process in reality. 
He was convinced that we could not understand any- 
thing — and certainly not institutions — by looking at a 
cross-section, where time, process, and development are 
omitted. 

This insistence on historical process made him afiirm 
that rationality exhibited itself more in the process of 
events than in anyone’s conscious planning about them. 
He opposes ” the cunning of reason ” which shows itself in 
the actual process of events to the shortsighted, onesided 
plans and purposes of the actors in historical events. 
Though he regards institutions as existing in the sphere 
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of will, he repels all such theories as the social contract 
which would make the will which is the State coincident 
only with what men consciously and explicitly will about 
it. It is from this aspect in Hegel that Bosanquet gets 
his illuminating, though obscure, conception of the 
general will which is more than any one member of the 
State wills, or more, indeed, than is generally willed by all 
members of society. So ^e will, which for Hegd is 
objectified in the State, is always more than anyone has 
consciously willed. An institution is, for him, realised will, 
but it reveals to us that there is more in our will than we are 
conscious of. No social institution, least of all the State, 
is only the sum of the wills of those who compose it — or 
any compound of such wills. It is always more, and that 
more comes, at least to some extent, from its life in an 
historical process. 

If this were all there were in Hegel his position would 
be little more than a philosophical edition of the reaction 
from the narrowness of the Revolution. But there is more 
in Hegel than that. For the Philosophy of Right is a deter- 
mined attempt to do justice to the ** modern principle of 
subjectivism,'* which Hegel thought to have been the 
basis of the ideas of the Revolution, dthough the Revolution 
had ^ven it a onesided emphasis. I have noticed already 
the importance which Hegel attached to the ideal of 
** ethical observance ” which he found expressed in Greek 
political theory. But he criticised that theory for filing to 
do justice to the rights of the individual. His own 
political philosophy is the result of a lifelong attempt to 
do justice to bom these ideals. 

“ Law,” he declares, “ is the reality of the free will.” 
Morality and right and the State rest on respect for pw- 
sonality as such. The ancient world failed to recognise 
this tiindamental principle, and its acceptance of slavery is 
the mark of this failure. The end of the State is liberty: 
the test of its success is the reality it gives to pereonal 
liberty. No doubt Hegel is prepared to insist that liberty 
cannot be realised without law-^ but law has to submit to 
the criterion of whether it does make personal liberty real. 
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The end of ethical observance has to be understood with 
the qualification that free will is its essential basis. 

We do not always realise what a profound difference 
there is between the assumptions of Greek political theory 
and the modem doctrine of liberty or of individual rights. 

It is one of Hegel’s great services that he began by seeing 
how far-reaching the problem involved in that difference is. 
Both Plato and Aristotle take it for granted that politics 
is the application or realisation of ethics. There is a 
phrase in the Republic which sums up this position suc- 
cinctly when Plato says that the guardians are to be the 
craftsmen of the virtue of the citizens. Greek political 
theory assumes authoritarian morals. The nature of the 
good life is to be discovered by the philosopher and then 
by means of political institutions realised among the 
relatively passive citizens. 

The same position is involved when Aristotle in the 
EtUcs says that in the perfect State justice, in the wider 
sense of the term, womd coincide with ^e law. In a 
modern State we t^e for granted that it is not the business 
of the law to lay down or enforce a perfect moral code, 
but only to enforce such a minimum standard of behaviour . 
as will ensure to all the citizens their rights — ^that is, their 
liberties. We may, indeed, put the difference between the 
Greek and the modern points of view by saying that for 
Plato and Aristotle the law exists to realise what is right, 
for the modern to realise rights. Rights are liberties, and, 
just because they are liberties, there must be a difference 
between what is morally right and what is legal. For the 
law which maintains rights is maintaining for the individual 
who enjoys rights a moral choice. A legal right is there- 
fore in one aspect of it a right to do wrong. 

Hegel’s problem is how to combine the deepened sense 
of conduct which he thinks got its full expression in the 
Reformation with the Greek ideal of ethical observance. 
He is convinced that the combination is essential. He is 
almost too well aware of the dangers and defects of what 
he calls morality, and thinks the absolutism of conscience 
worse than the absolutism of the State. He would have 
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sympathised with Dr Johnson when he said, “ The inward 
light, to which some Methodists pretend, is a principle 
utterly incompatible with social or civil security.” Yet 
for all that he never lost his conviction of the vital import- 
ance of the subjective and infinite element in morality 
which he thought characteristically modern. He did not 
think that a society could be built on it alone, but he did 
not think either that the best kind of society could be built 
without it. 

How then does Hegel manage to reconcile those two 
principles, or rather, as we must ask, now that we have 
understood what his philosophy is trying to do, how does he 
exJiibit the modern State as, in its real nature, combining 
these two principles? Let us begin by quoting his state- 
ment that it does do so. It will be found in § 260. 

The State is die embodiment of concrete freedom. But the nature 
of concrete freedom is that personal individuality and its^ fecial 
interests have their complete development and the recognition of 
their rights in themselves in the S3rstem of the family and of the 
- economic community, that they also, partly of their own accord 
pass over into the interest of the Universal, pardy by their 01^ 
knowledge and will recognise the Universal as their substantial 
spirit, and work for it as their own end. The result is that neither 
has die Universal any validity or completion without pardcular 
interest, particular knowledge, pardcular will j nor do the individuals 
live only for that particular interest as though they were private 
persons, but they alw will at the same time in and for the Uniyei^I, 
and are in all their activities conscious of this end. The principle 
of the modern State has this enormous strength and depth, that 
it lets the principle of subjectivity fulfil itself to the most inde- 
pendent extreme of personal particularity, and yet, at the same 
time, brings it back into its substantive umty, and thus preserves 
particularity in the prindple of the State. 

The idea of the modern State has this peculiarity j that the State 
is the embodiment of freedom not according to subjective liking, 
but according to the concept of will, that is in its Universal and 
divine character. Incomplete States are those in which the idea 
of the State is still hidden and where particular phases do riot 
come to free independence. In the States of d^ical antiquity 
the Universal is indeed to be found, but particularity has not been 
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released and set free in order that it may be led back to Univetsalily 
— ^that is, to the Universal purpose of the whole. The essence 
of the modem State is that the Universal is bound up with the 
full freedom of particularity and the welfare of individuals, that 
the interest of the family and of the Economic Community must 
connect itsdf with die State, but also that the Universality of the 
State’s purpose cannot advance without the specific knowl^ge and 
will of the particular, which must nuuntain its rights. The 
Universal must be actively furthered, but on the other side sub- 
jectivity must be wholly and vitally developed. Only when both 
elements are there in all thdr strength can the State be regarded 
as articulated and truly organised. 

Particularity and subjectivity— that is, the wills of indi- 
^duals, their private judgments — ^the family, the Eco- 
nomic Community, associations, and corporations are to be 
* let loose.* They are to have an independent life of their 
own, and their own principle of development. But they are 
also to be ‘ brought back again * : they are to be reconciled 
^ learning to understand and will the good of the whole. 
This may be called an ideal which is only imperfectly 
realised ; but it is the actual idea of the modern State, be- 
cause it is what the modern State sets out to do. This 
outcome of philosophical absolutism is s\irely very far from 
political absolutism. 

But the most interesting theory in the Philosophy of Bight 
is not this affirmation of the union of these two aspects of 
the modern State, far-reaching and important though that 
is. It is the manner in which this conception is elaborated 
in the general plan of the work. 

That plan is at first sight artificial and bizarre, but it will 
be found on examination most illuminating. I shall give it 
first in Hegel’s own words in §33 at the end of the Intro- 
duction. 

According to the stages in the development of the idea of the 
absolutely free will: 

The will is immediate: its conception is therefore abstract 
—the personalia — and its embodied r^ity is a direct external 
thing. This is the sphere of abstract or formal right. 

B. The will, passing out of external reali^, turns back on 
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itself, as subjective individuality determined against the Universal. 
This Universal is partly something inward — ^the Good — ^pardy 
something outward, a presented world, and these two sides of the 
idea involve one another. This is the idea in its division or par- 
ticular existence, the right of the subjective will in relation to the 
right of the world and to the right of the idea — ^the sphere of 
morality. 

C. The verity and truth of these two abstract moments, the 
thought-idea of the good, is realised, both in the will turned back 
upon itself, and in £he outer world, so that freedom exists as the 
substance both of reality and necessity and as subjective will, the 
idea in its absolute Universal existence — ethical observance. 

This ethical substance is again 

(a) Natural spirit — ^the &mily. 

(b) Spirit in its division and appearance — ^the Economic Com- 

munity. 

(c) The State as Universal and objective freedom in the free 

self-dependence of the particular will. This actual and 
organic spirit (a) is die spirit of a nation, (fi) is found 
in the relation to one another of national spirits, and 
(y) becomes actual and revealed in world history as the 
Universal world spirit, whose right is the highest. 

A Strange scheme at first sight — ^three dialectical ' threes,* 
one within the other like puzzle boxes. The State is the 
climax of the second * three,* but only the first member of 
the lastl That would in itself give room for a more elabo- 
rate development of the subject of international relations 
than Hegel cared to give us. His concern was rather with 
the first two * threes,’, and it is these which are the frame- 
work of his account of the State to which I shall confine 
myself. But we may learn from the last * three * that the 
climax of these dialectical * threes * does not supersede the 
reality of the earlier members. The world spirit not only 
allows, but in Hegel*s eyes demands, the independent 
existence and vitality of nations. We are not to be allowed 
by expressions like * passes over into,* or * becoming,’ or 
* superseded by * to think that for Hegel the State swallows up 
or makes unreal the family or the Economic Community, or 
that the sphere of ethical observance swallows up or makes 
unreal the sphere of abstract personality, or of what Hegel 
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calls morality. Rather are -we to think that the greatness of 
the State comes primarily from it giving unity and harmony 
to the independent worlds of the family and of economics, 
and the greatness of the sphere of ethical observance de- 
pends not on this supersession, but on the union of the still 
essential vital and active principles of abstract personality 
and of morality. Hegel’s apostrophes on the State and his 
sneers at abstract morality often make us forget that. But 
that is only because his temper sometimes gets the better 
of his principles. We miss uie whole spirit of what he has 
to say if we are so misled. 

Bearing this in mind, let us look at the first ‘ three.’ A 
is the sphere of abstract right. We have there Hegel’s 
discussion of the legal principles of personality, of contract, 
and of crime and punishment. This part of the plan is 
often criticised. It is indeed strange to £nd a discussion of 
law here, separated from the discussion of constitutional and 
other law by the section on morality. Hegel’s most recent 
editor, in his masterly introduction to the Ffuhsophy of Rights 
points out that as there can be no law without the State, 
this division is mistaken and is only the remnant of the out- 
worn doctrine of Natural Law. This is a mistake. Hegel 
has seen, and in this section makes dear, that the State is not 
the source of all law. We need not justify all the details of 
his discussion. It is enough to notice the importance he 
attaches to this independent spirit of law — ^working on 
general prindples common to all peoples, and founded on 
the worth and indefeasible nature of human personality. 

In the State it loses actually its entire independence, but 
that does not prevent its reality as a relatively indMendent 
activity maintaini n g certain universal principles of human 
rdationship ag;ainst any attempt of this or that State to deny 
or belittle them. That in modern States the working out of 
law is, as a matter of fact, so influenced cannot be denied; 
the principles of Natural Law or natural rights have been 
far too important a factor in history for that to be possible. 
The misfortune is that^ because the supporters of Natural 
Law have given it a rigidity and entire independence, they 
have made claims for it which cannot be defended, and 
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Natural Law so defined has been abandoned altogether. 
Hegel’s doctrine of Natural Law — ^for that is what rhis 
section really is — ogives it a vitality and worth and activity 
of its own, but also asserts — as Hegel asserts of morality, of 
the family and of the Economic G}mmunity — that it must 
work within the State. It keeps its own essential nature as 
an assertion of the worth and implications of personality as 
such,^ and yet it is in the Community, a living principle 
working along with other living principles, affecting and 
being affected by them. If we try to make a State out of 
the principle of this abstract personality we shall fall into the 
fallacies of the social contract theory : we shall miss much of 
the richness and variety of corporate life ; but equally if we 
try to make a State without this principle that State will 
lack true Universality and it will not realise, because it will 
not understand, the principles of liberty. 

^ The next part deals with what Hegel calls morality, 
distinguishing it from ethical observance. It is the sphere 
of conscience, of the inward light. It is concerned with 
that in conduct which represents the infinity of the claims 
of goodness, which is therefore always dissatisfied with 
legal standards and also with the actual realised standard of 
ethical observance. It represents also the subjective element 
of conduct — the refusal to acknowledge any authority save 
that of the individual conscience. 

^ Hegel thinks that the sphere of ethical observance is a 
higher stage than what he calls morality ; but he does not 
mean that ethical observance can do without morality. He 
does not really reduce right conduct to ** my station and its 
duties.” He has no use for the moral demands which do 
not realise themselves or demand to be realised in ethical 
observance. Indeed, he resented the absolutism of con- 
science so much that he sometimes seems to do less than 
justice to its importance. But this, as I have said, is 
Hegel’s temper, not his philosophy. He thinks it as 
important for the State that the infinite demands of 
morality should be actively and certainly alive within it as 
that those demands should be ready to realise themselves in 
the practical sphere of ethical observance. 
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It will not now be necessary to discuss at any length the 
second of Hegel's triads — the triad of ethical observance 
with its three spheres of the family, the Economic Com- 
munity, and the State. For the same principle rules there 
which we have already examined in discussing the first 
triad. The most original contribution of Hegel's in this 
second triad is his account of the Economic Community. 
That again has its distinctive nature — not to be confounded 
either with the family or the State. It has its own laws and 
its own relative independence. Hegel is the first political 
philosopher to acknowledge the independent importance 
m the State of economic rdations and of economic law and 
yet to show how, while remaining relatively independent, 
the Economic Community plays its part in the whole and 
is ‘ brought back’ by the action of the State to serve the 
general good. 

The important thing to notice about this triad is that 
when Hegel comes to describe the State he regards its 
constitution as the most important aspect of it. No 
political philosopher has given such an adequate account 
of the constitutional State. The purpose of a constitution 
is to demarcate power and function, to give relative liberty 
and freedom of action to department power, and yet 
preserve the unity of the whole. That is what Hegel’s 
State does — ^not only for the various departments of 
political organisation, but for the different aspects of social 
life. Only in so far as it is throughout playing the part 
of a constitution does the State, as he describes it, leave 
room for the play of the various social forces which make 
up the life of a modern community — abstract law, ideal 
morality, the f^ily, and all the personal and voluntary 
associations which count for so much in modern life and 
the whole network of economic relations. None of them 
are to be given entirely free play, or allowed to have 
absolute rights in themselves. The work of the State is to 
ensure that all contribute to the harmony of the whole. 

f State does that, not by denying the relative right 
of the several elements, or by trying to do their business 
for them, but by a process of continual adjustment. 
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I have been trying in this article to give an apprecia- 
tion of the general teaching of Hegel’s Philosophy of Bights 
and have said little in criticism. This does not mean uiat 
there is nothing to criticise. The common criticism, for 
example, of the inadequacy of Hegel’s account of the re- 
lation of Church and State is, I think, justified. But I have 
thought it more important to show the truth and greatness 
of Hegel’s apprehension of that great social phenomenon 
which was just coming into being when he wrote — ^the 
nineteenth-century constitutional nation State. 

A. D. Lindsay 
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IV 


COLERIDGE AND THE ENGLISH 
CONSERVATIVES 

F or the comparative immunity of England from the 
Revolutions of 1789, 1830, and 1848 many reasons 
have been given, ^ough the weight we assign to 
any one of them may be matter for argument. There is 
the conservative body of Dissent, on which M. Haldvy 
lays such emphasis. There were powerful men, liberal in 
sympathy but aristocratic in substance, such as Canning, 
Palmerston, and Shaftesbury. There is the plain fact of i 
society till i860 predominantly rural which impressed even 
on Radicals like Cobbett some purely conservative or even 
reactionary aspirations. There are economic truths, like 
a general rise in the level of real wages and the world- 
elements which allowed laissev^aire to represent itself at 
that date as in the interests of British farming. And there 
was, finally, the unaccountable agency of genius in Disraeli 
or Carlyle. But if England till the middle of the last 
century was clearly directed by an aristocracy of talent, the 
mental influences bearing upon that talent must qualify or 
shape the course of all the forces we have suggested, and 
among those influences — whether we take them as source 
or channel, as deep root or mere blossom'— a place must 
be given to the Oxford Movement and the Lake Poets, 
who between them constructed a new philosophy of autho- 
rity and, both by afiinity and repulsion, greatfy affected the 
leaders of other schools. 

Older than ^ese schools, than Mill and Maurice, 
Carlyle and Maine, the Lake Poets survived their creative 
period into a new age, Coleridge till 1834, Southey till 
^® 43 > ®^nd Wordsworth till 1850. They lived, that is, to 
become eminent Victorians; two of them a^ieved the 
respectabUity of the Poet Laureateship, Browning’s Lost 
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Leader passed his court suit literally to Tennyson, and 
their children became pillars of the Established Church. 
Yet the setting sun sometimes cast a curious, almost fierce, 
shadow over the Lakes; in that decorous landscape of 
reformed England the poets lay like ancient rocks, scarred 
by geological revolution, last survivors of an age older 
than the sudden heat and the long, binding frost. 

The venerable and cheap charge of apostasy does at 
least bring out one important truth, that these conser- 
vative thinkers had been brothers in revolution, and before 
we look at each individually we can treat them on the 
ground of that common experience. We can say sum- 
marily that their attitude to it passed through three phases. 
The first begins in 1792 with the French war and ends 
about 1798 ; it was the period, short but extreme, when 
Coleridge and Southey planned, after devoting six months 
to spade husbandry and carpentering, to lead a “ small 
but liberalised party of emigrants to the Susquehanna to 
practise communism and poetry; when worried Govern- 
ment eavesdroppers pondered what Coleridge could mean 
by “ Spy Nozy when Wordsworth walked in Revolu- 
tionary France; the period of Southey’s attack upon 
private property in fFat Tyler, and of Wordsworth’s letter 
to Bishop Watson of Llandaff. None of the three was a 
Jacobin, but all alike condemned England’s attack on 
France as an iniquity, and conceived a hatred, never lost, 
of the Pitt system, both within England and without. 

The Terror at Paris and the Directory’s wars, in Italy 
and above all in Switzerland, began the disillusionment 
which Bonaparte was to complete, and from 1798 till 
1812 we have a period of subsidence, as it were, in those 
volcanic fires. Wordsworth’s preface to Lyrical Ballads 
and the composition of The Prelude show that he has 
reached, after much wandering, his ultimate principles in 
art and his philosophy of nature ; all three found them- 
selves able to give to Pitt’s successors what they had refused 
to Pitt — ^was not Perceval, asked Coleridge, the best 
Minister of the century? — ^fbr French aggression in the 
Peninsula reconciled, in their eyes, the cause of England 
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\(ath freedom, of which reconciliation Wordsworth in his 
volunteer uniform at Grasmere may be taken as the symbol. 
Not that they passed without efibrt from one camp to the 
other ; Southey, for instance, fiercely attacked our seizure 
of the Danish fleet and opposed the restoration of the 
Bourbons, while all three retained thmr old, intense, and 
significant worship for Milton, Marvell, Sidney, Hutchin- 
son, and the other aristocratic idealists of the Common- 
wealth. 

But against France, French politics, and French ideas 
they became set and determined, and announced their 
change to the world. In The Frient/, published dming 
1809—10, Coleridge framed his anti-Jacobin teaching; 
from Wordsworth, in The Convention ^ Cintra, came the 
finest expression given to English patriotism since the 
seventeenth century; and the Quarterly Review proinded 
Southey with a r^ular opening for his consolidating 
opinions. They were now in their prime : it is the period 
of the Life of Nelson^ of France : an Ode, and Kubla Khan, 
of the Ode to Duty, The Happy Warrior, and the Ode on 
Intimations of Immortality. 

Their third and last phase begins after 1815, in the 
post-war time when their contemporaries, even those who 
eschewed opium, aged rapidly and suddenly became old 
in heart. Wordsworth’s Ecclesiastical Sonnets, Southey’s 
Book of the Church, and Coleridge’s Lay Sermons mar k the 
path of the Westmorland magistrate, the Poet Laureate, 
^d the mystic ; in his brirf career as a Unitarian minister 
Coleridge had once described his sermons as “ preciously 
peppered with politics,” but now their politics were precious 
like sermons. Their long monologues on the Reform Bill 
and the Catholics strike on us bleakly, and with little profit ; 

Where are they now, those wanton Boys? 

For whose free range the dzdal earth 

Was filled with anifnat^^^ toys? 

You can get one answer in Byron’s Fision of Judgment. 

But not until 1850 did this long twilight on the Lakes sink 
into night. ® 
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“ Once a Jacobin, always a Jacobin,” said the sa>rnful 
Hazlitt, and those whom he denounced as renegades had, 
in feet, come out of lands to which Eldon and Croker had 
never penetrated, and carried with them to the end signs 
very unlike that conventional conservatism. Nearest to 
earth of the three, by many fathoms deep, was Southey, a 
good man who gave most of his life to others, but one 
whose egoism and little complacencies are more exaspera- 
ting than wickedness. “ Conservation and improvement ” 
was his motto, but let us skirt rapidly the first part of it, 
as he would have had it practised — over his opposition to 
Catholic Emancipation and Parliamentary Reform, his 
specific of more missionaries for India, or of an aristocratic 
special constabulary for Great Britain. What there is of 
any permanent significance in his teaching lies, rather, in 
aU diat Macaulay criticised in his review of Southey’s 
Colloquies^ and in the Christian Socialism of his conser- 
vatism. For if his mentality was a melancholy one and his 
proposed remedies often panic-stricken, he had at heart, 
now, just as much as in his days of Pantisocracy, a “political 
system of Christianity,” and consequently he loathed 
rapacity, derided social irresponsibility, and dreaded ignor- 
ance. He conceived that the ill done by Adam Smith 
and Malthus much outweighed the gain. Mankind were 
naturally good and perfectible, the shortcomings of civilisa- 
tion were the fault of bad government, and competition 
was “ awefully opposed to the spirit of Christianity.” 
While, then, he exposed the ulcer of the old Poor Law 
and demanded the stopping of doles to the able-bodied, 
his own final remedy, urged perhaps with unnecessary 
optimism, was popular education. Ix)rd Liverpool’s long 
Ministry seemed to him “ deficient in everything except 
good intentions,” and to Liverpool’s unbending party he 
set fiarth an immense programme of conservative reform ; 
to steepen the income tax, develop savings banks, check 
enclosure, assist emigration, reform the game laws, recreate 
the parish, and federalise the Empire. By incessant quota- 
tion from Tudor example he showed the same desire 
as did Cobbett to ” get behind ” the social effects of the 
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Reformation, a sympathy which led him to give a fair hear- 
ing to Robert Owen and the first co-operators. 

In short, and in spite of much that is ridiculous about 
his pretensions and his commonplace books, Southey was 
a man of high character and learning, who had the merit 
of criticising contemporary conservatism in the ^e of 
Christian practice and of the whole national history. But 
we can hardly call him more than the minor prophet of 
one generation, and his voice strikes no perpetual echo like 
that of Coleridge or Wordsworth. 

To Coleridge, “ the rapt one, of the godlike forehead,” 
the greatest men of the next age paid repeated and memor- 
able homage. But the system of thought to which Mill, 
Maurice, and Newman have admitted thdr debt is hard 
indeed to discern, and harder for one not philosophically 
expert it was given out in ephemeral essays and conver- 
sation, is embedded in mystical theology, and reminds one 
of noting so much as the scanty islets in the delta of an 
intraversable river system. Even his purest virtue makes 
it all the harder to tie his thinking down, in that no one 
ever more insisted on the good to be found even in the 
worst thought, or more consistently denounced ** angry 
misrepresentations ” of one’s opponents. 

He was, first and last, a religious teacher, bent upon 
finding an explanation which would cover the whole of 
things. He could not, therefore, rest content with any 
mixed mental equipment. Utilitarian ethics could not co- 
east "mth idealist theology, and a generation in conflict 
with the Revolution of 1789 could not defend authority 
on the principles of 1688. The “ mixed policy and bon- 
homie ’’ of ^cke and “ the generalisation of experience ” 
must, in his viw, logically end in a sandy, mechanical 
materialism, while a philosophy which made the mind 
issue from the senses must rend the last raiment of the 
eighteenth-century Church. 

Tlwoughout his long mental voyages — ^frbm Hartley 
to Spinoz^ from Berkeley to Kant— Coleridge was looking 
ruling principle, the idea of things, rooted in the 
will, and therefore for him in morals and religion, which 
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would explain the end of the whole. Without it history 
would become mere anecdotage, government only presump> 
tion or tyranny, and religion a mere police regulation. Only 
principle, the Revolution taught him, could rouse men to 
intense action, and it is the prerogative of principle to be 
reincarnate. Only a thin partition separates opinion without 
principle from unprincipled opinions, but ** the lonely walks 
of uninterested theorists ” may change the face of the world. 

True, then, to the Greelu whom he worshipped and 
the Germans whom he was said to plagiarise, he begins 
with the human soul, looks not to outward experience but 
inward, and finds in freedom of the will and in conscience 
not only the original of intelligent life, but his whole 
political sanction. Almost a Wordsworth inverted, he 
finds that “ the mind of man represents the laws of nature.” 
** O lady,” runs the saddest of his poems, 

O Lady, we receive but what we ^ve, 

And in our life alone does Nature five. 

He must therefore repudiate any morality drawn from ex- 
ternal pressure, from an association of ideas, or a doctrine 
of consequences ; it was not in utility, with its ramified indi- 
vidual criteria of happiness, that he could find somethingcom- 
mon to every consaence, absolute, essential, and universal. 

From this intuitionist philosophy flows the whole of 
Coleridge’s thoughts, even to their detailed political appli- 
cation. The individual soul, lit with this original fire, is 
Hs real interest; he must ^erefore champion the cause 
of education. He gloried in the national resistance to 
Bonaparte, because it was built (unlike that of Pitt’s war) 
on a moral unanimity. He grounded his detestation of 
the new factory system on the sufficient ground that it 
treated men and women not as bdngs, but as things. He 
is sometimes, because they coincided in practical con- 
clusion, compared with Burke, but it is vital to say that 
they set out from very different principles. For wiffi the 
historical experience of this, or of any other generation, if 
desired as the basis of a philosophy, Coleridge had 
nothing to do— nor with the will of men, but of God. 
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There is another consequence of weight; he thought 
politics of only secondary importance. Even political 
liberty was not an end in itself, but rather a channel for 
moral welfare, and we shall see that he solves the dilemma 
of politics, the conflict of ^ood man and good citizen, by a 
sort of political Manichaeism ; “ let us become a better 
people, . . . sow beside still waters,” says the Lay Sermons^ 
and Acts of Parliament will sink into the background. He 
could never isolate an abstract question of reform from the 
character of its agents, suggesting, possibly with too little 
allowance for the dispassionate momentum of a people in 
revolt, that ** a system of fundamental reform will scarcely 
be effected by massacres mechanised into Revolution.” 

It is, however, possible, though laborious, to construct 
out of his ceaseless digressions something like a theory of 
the State. Since men are made in God’s im^e and are 
moral agents, it cannot rest upon force or fear; only consent 
gives it validity, and that was not a mirage of fictitious con- 
tract, but an “ ever-originating,” “ a still-beginning, never- 
ceasing force of morm cohesion.” What, then, is the 
relation of this thought to that of Rousseau and the demo- 
cratico-metaphysical school? It is defined in Coleridge’s 
charge that Rousseau confuses potentiality and substance, 
and transfers the law of the inner spiritual life to material 
experience. For reason, “ the potential divinity in every 
man,” cannot be susceptible of degree, which is the very 
cord and condition of human intercourse, circumstance, and 
expediency ; and a power which is to determine the purity 
of inward motive cannot be the criterion of outward regu- 
lation, or become applicable to " our mixed and sensitive 
nature,” which is something besides reason. Furthermore, 
reason, taken in itself, becomes “ mere visionariness in 
intellect,” and “ hard-heartedness in morals ” ; as the 
sdence of all as the whole, “ it must be interpenetrated by 
a power that represents the concentration of all in each, a 
ptwer that acts by contraction of universal truths into indi- 
vidiul duties ” — ^that is, by religion. Apart, then, from its 
fearful consequences in practice, “ the system ” revolved on 
a fiUsifying of principle. Righ^ which was in fact a term 
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of law, did indeed include the idea of duty, but all nature 
is raw material for duty, and the actual or external expres- 
sion of one’s duty must be a matter of temper, experience, 
and prudence. 

The State came into existence to protect property, which 
is justified as the manceuvring-ground of free moral agents, 
both Nature herself and the human mind determining 
that this property shall be unequal. But the talk of 
abstract right was as idle in those who would make one 
and the same constitution for China, Russia, and Great 
Britain, as in those who declared for an indefeasible right of 
property, regardless of degree ; nor for that matter did 
Rousseau’s principles necessarily involve a democratic 
form of government. The State represents the ordering 
of nature, and thus must rest in an equilibrium between 
classes and interests, land and industry, ** permanence and 
progression.” 

I et this State is a developing being ; “ look round you, 
and you behold everywhere an adaptation of means to ends.” 
Its functions are not merely the negative corvee of defending 
limb, property, and personal freedom ; ” a natural instinct 
is a natural right,” and society must set before all its 
members an increase in substance, a nourishment of hope, 
and a rise in the scale. 

Two strong merits seem to adhere to this uncomposed 
body of teaching."' Coleridge would relate every institution 
to its final purpose, and put every society on trial before 
reality. “ The spirit of trade,” for instance, has invaded 
the whole national polity, has corrupted the original con- 
cration of property as a trust, and only a revived sentiment 
of honour can stop its course. Other examples may be 
found in the economic cheapness which is bought so dear, 
in the forced changes of employment which dehumanise 
society, in the tying of property in masses which destroy its 
social content, or the mockery of ” equal rights ” to those 
who laboured twelve hours in every day. Finally, what was 
the State save “ a word of convenience,” meaning a number 
of immortal souls ? 

Again, whatever the verdict on Coleridge’s hopes for the 
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Church, let it not be forgotten that he made man, as he 
found himself, first and foremost a religious animal. 

Ready, if need be, to appropriate Church funds for 
education, he extended his view of religion to everything 
that concerned the soul, and recalled every conservative 
instrument of England to remember the spiritual as the life 
of nations. It is in his work that is to be found the real, 
because the most sdfless, condemnation of tkerSle played by 
the British aristocracy during the Napoleonic ^r, whose 
sin it was to confound enthusiasm wiA sedition, and to 
endeavour the setting up of a monopoly in the love of Eng- 
land. The Coleridge of 1 796 could have taught them better: 

There lives nor form nor feding in sonl 

Unbotrowed frosti my countiy. O divine 
And beanteoQS island ! thou hast been my sole 
And most ma gnifi cent temple, in the which. 

I walk with awc^ and sing my stately songp. 

Loving the God that made me ! 

But now, as in every generation since 1848, for one man 
who reads Southey’s verse and ten who read Coleridge’s 
prose, there are a hundred who know Wordsworth’s poe^, 
and tiiis alone perhaps should make it the most enduring 
monument of the Lake School. 

Now Wordsworth was more deeply impressed hj the 
Revolution than either of his brethren. He was, in fact^ a 
more enduring man. He did not, like Souths, live the 
repetitive life of political correspondence— indeed, for long 
he took in no newspaper — nor had he the soft, yielding 
moral of Coleridge; that “rough grey face’’ (on which, 
said one, you womd expect " likens to grow ’’), his calm 
conviction of a mission, and a view of the individual as 
designed for great causes, seem to set him apart from men 
who lived with books and dreams. Does any poet sound 
more direedy an admiration for deeds, not words, or an 
envy, almost, of men of action? The Character of the 
Happy W arrior is echoed by the supreme poem of his later 
life, entided To Enterprise — enterprise which 

a prostrate Naticm can restore^ 

When but a single Mind resolves to crouch no more. 
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If he long wandered it was as a man at arms ; a little more, 
and he had taken service in the army of France, and pacifism 
is the last ingredient in this disciple of the Gironde; 
** specious sensibility” is what he called it, or ” the hoarding 
up of life for its own sake.” 

Like Dante’s, the progress of his soul came out of great 
tribulation. He has told us himself, at sufEcient leng&, of 
the golden hours in France, when fraternity seemed to be 
realised and joy to be its own security, welcoming what to 
the son of Cumberland statesmen appeared only a normal 
and long-postponed victory for social justice. From that 
dream he was torn by England declaring war upon the 
France of his ideal, and he passed through a phase 
of rejoicing at English defeat, and of detesting “ the 
clamourous friends of ancient institutions.” He turned 
in disillusionment, for he had brought everything to the bar 
of reason, and reason seemed to fail him ; in her name he 
saw crimes committed, ” the life in the soul has been 
directly and ruthlessly warred against,” and 

Warfare waged with desperate mind 

Against the hfe of virtue in mankind 

— ^in turn against the independence of Switzerland, of 
Germany, of Spain, and of England, and, worst thing of 
all, a Pope brought in to crown an Emperor of the French. 

For nearly ten years Wordsworth wandered between his 
lost world and another which seemed “ powerless to be 
born,” finding nothing left to venerate but the noble living 
and the noble dead, stranded between the lost soul of 
France and the stagnant fen of Eldonian England. TAe 
Prelude and the flood of great sonnets tell us the process of 
his recovery, brought about by a very different “ return to 
nature,” to which her faithful priestess, Dorothy Words- 
worth, led him ; and The Convention of Cintra, written in 
1808, records that it was satisfactory and final. If, then, 
we can find the strands of thought and of feeling which 
brought him to this resting-place, we shall at the same time 
discover the lessons that he wished to leave us, for he never 
changed again. 
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First, and by repeated asseveration, being a moralist, he 
finds that “ by the soul only ” a nation is great and free. 

The power of Armies is a visible thing, 

Fomul, and drcumscribed in time and space. 


Reflecting on the enormous energy of organised evil (which 
he saw in Bonaparte), his mind, filled with the peasants 
of Tyrol and Saragossa, returned, as it always did, to 
Milton, Vane, and all who called Milton friend, and found 
in them a will to be free. 

When he thus deliberately makes national independence 
prior to ciril liberty we feel that it comes in great part from 
the instrument he used, that his conception is a visual one, 
drawn in through the eye. Through the eye he relates 
his spiritual interpretation to political fact, with the ^e he 
sees the English Channel covered with a thousand ships, 
the solimry pine, the mighty heart of great cities asleep, 
and, as it wer^ stamps his strong foot and swears all this 
shall be free. 


Again, if life comes by the soul, that is not bare reason. 
For what have science and art, “ those barren leaves,** 
done for enslav^ Germany? Better the ignorant Spanish 
peasant, with his gaze on the Mother of God, than “ the 
laboratorjrof unfeeling philanthropists** in Paris. Theirsen- 
sualist philosophy has banished conscience, " the supreme 
embracer of consequences,” and has replaced sensibility 
by “ a shadow calling itself good sense.** The mind, bend- 
ing under its own weight, either makes of itself a little 
^d of complacency,i a poor blind creature of egoism and 
delusion, or, “ lost in a gloom of uninspired research,** 
sweeps the soul, ‘‘the heart within the heart,’* till it is 
empty, finding no peace. 

Cintia tract leads, then, directly to The Prelude and 
The Excursion, They teach that the afiFections, which “ are 


flit. d«irB, wben least under the bias of personal feding, dbpose 

*fi.**° *0 regaid commotion with oomplacenqr, 

^rB*®wtions of distress with welcoming ; from an immoderate 
|3;““ appointed day shall come, it wiU be in the power of 
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their own justification/* hold the key to the riddle ; pleasure 
is “ the grand elementary principle ” ; “ we have no 
thought . . . but as far as we have love and admiration ** ; 
a people comprises ** a solemn fraternity *’ ; and biography 
is ** philosophy enlightened by the affections.” In this 
acceptance of love he was strengthened by his desire to 
fisund things upon a rock, lasting longer than this world of 
getting and spending, which ebbed and fluctuated with the 
tides ; from the spheres, say lines of 1 8 14, 

The stars of human gloiy are cast down ; 

Perish the roses and the flowers of kings. 

If anywhere lay a “ central peace subsisting at the heart 
of endless agitation ” it must be built in “ a few strong 
instincts and a few strong thoughts,” in ** the primary laws 
of our nature,” wherein all could share. It is in this steady 
search at the base of society for lasting truths and in this 
perpetual illustration from tihe life of the poor that Words- 
worth, as something like the St Francis of English con- 
servatism, gives his teaching of social liberty. In spite of 
all his premature despair and jeremiads over the ” feudal ** 
frame destroyed by the Reform Bill, to the end he insisted 
that man was not “ a tool or an implement,” but born to 
obey “ the law of life and hope and action,” so that the 
moral judgment, which ** alone is genuine liberty,” carried 
with it a right to be educated and to be master of the soul. 
On such a people, he predicts, will rise a new empire, a 
change “ wide and deep and silendy prepared.” 

He would, therefore, refer reason back to nature, ** the 
image of right reason ” and the original of human art *’ ; he 
womd heal the inward discontent by looking outward, and 
blend nature with reason as “reciprocally teacher and 
taught.” Among their permanencies he reckoned duty, or 
the / rich bounties of constraint,” taught alike bjr the in- 
vincible law of moral retribution, by the waters at their priest- 
like task, or by the stars, that “ vision of endurance and 
repose.” The good life, in short, must be practised before 
we can hope to enjoy it; it could not be ensured by merely 
rational effort, it was “ no mechanic structure built by 
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rule,*’ but partook of the part-prediction, part-experience, 
of religious faith. 

If we are, in Bacon’s language, to rise to a great place 
Wordsworth insists that morally it must be by a winding 
stair, and the process of history was not like a Roman 
road. Like his yew-trees, which made “ sounding bows at 
Azincour,” a great country was 

a living thing 

Produced too slowly ever to deay; 

Of form and aspect too magnificent 

To be destroyed. 

The structure of nature was eternal, but in itself composed 
of nwer-ceasing exchange, decay, and vicissitude, of 
functions transmitted and powers transferred. Into this 
world came man, with only a fleck of glory on his mind to 
remind him whence he came, but compelled, if he would 
survive, to 'tdew himself as part of a plan, and to draw from 
nature the material for that second and better will of the 
willing bondman which must replace selfish instinct and 
consolidate a purified reason. 

It was Wordsworth’s power at his highest — and we need 
not judge any man by less — ^to universalise a corner of English 
earth and make it for ever eloquent — to dedicate the actual 
country of Milton and Nelson to the powers which move all 
created things, law and du^, nature and afiFection. He 
seems to carry England with him, like the benefactor in 
medieval art oflfering his church in his arms, and to be able 
to carry her very high, without losing sight of his native 
vill^e and its spire, “ whose silent finger points to heaven.” 

Keith Feiling 
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V 

ROBERT OWEN AND THE EARLY SOCIALISTS 

T he transition from the eighteenth to the nineteenth 
century was an epoch of fundamental importance in 
the history of England. At the end of the eighteenth 
century the political, religious, and social system of the 
country was an intolerant oligarchy ; by the middle of the 
following century this system had been challenged and 
shaken by the inception of new principles — ^principles of a 
new order of democracy and tolerance. The life of Robert 
Owen (i 77 I”I 858 ) coincides with this period of transition. 
It began at the height of the aristocratic regime ; it saw the 
revolutionary era with its promise of change, and the disap- 
pointment of that hope in a period of violent reaction ; it 
saw finally the emergence of new ideals of reconstruction. 
The time of Owen was the bridge between old and new, 
past and present — a structure which was the work of men’s 
hands, the labour of human lives and brains. Among the 
builders Robert Owen may claim a place, not as the steady 
worker who put stone on stone, but as helping to provide 
the guiding principle of their construction — ^the principle 
of human worth and human possibility. 

Robert Owen, the son of an ironmonger, was born at 
Nwtown, Montgomeryshire. Educated in fhe meagre 
trilogy of reading, writing, arithmetic, then considered 
adequate for the lower classes, he became at the age of seven 
an usher in the school of his former master ; “ thus,” he 
says in his autobiography, “ I early acquired the art of 
teacmng others what I know.” ^ Equipped for the struggle 
or life with nothing more than this scanty education and a 
determined character, Owen made his own way from the 
age of ten. He first obtained the post of assistant to a 

^ Autobi^rap^, p. 3. 


82 



ROBERT OWEN 

Stamford linendraper ; thence he went to London to a 
haberdasher’s establishment ; and eventually became assist- 
ant to another linendraper, this time at Manchester, in the 
year 1787. 

Fate seemed to have marked out for him no opportuni- 
ties for wider fame, for a place in national politics, and for an 
influence in determining national thought at a critical time 
in history. For the aristocratic repme had no official know- 
ledge of the lower classes. All power was still in the hands 
to which it had been entrusted at the Restoration settlement, 
the landed and commercial oligarchy and the Established 
Anglican Church. It was secured by an effete franchise 
system, by numerous pocket-boroughs in the gift of the 
governing caste, by a widespread bribery and corruption in 
ffie elections of both borough and shire. It was protected 
by a savage j)enal code ; and by the Mercantile system of 
protective tariffs which kept prices high for the benefit of 
interested classes. Though the Toleration Act of 1 6 8 9 had 
removed the restrictions upon the exercise of religious wor- 
ship, the Act imposing tests for office was unrepealed, and 
Dissent, coinciding mainly with the lower classes, was out- 
side the pale of official life. The political ascendancy of the 
upper class was thus completely identified with the religious 
and educational autocracy of the Anglican Church. Into 
this system came, in the later eighteenth century, the 
Industrial Revolution, involving stupendous but for long 
unrecog^nised transformations in the existing order. The 
mechanical inventions, dependent first upon water- and 
then upon steam-power, shifted the centres of industry from 
the south-east and south-west to the north, where the rapid 
hill-streams gave the water-power and the coalfields the 
genesis of steam. Population followed industry, new 
factory-centres grew up altogether outside the operation of 
the already effete representative system. The application of 
sdence to industry inevitably involved the supersession of 
mpi-power by machine-power, and, however much the fact 
might be disguised by the greater possibilities of output, the 
future unemployment problem was foreshadowed from the 
first in the distress of the handloom weavers. In the field 
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of agriculture too the scientific movement gave tremendous 
impetus to enclosure, and the years 1760 to 1801 were the 
age of the Private Act which turned men from their small 
holdings and the common land. Deprived also, by the 
concentration of industrial activity into factories, of their 
profitable by-industries, diese went flocking to the towns, 
where at first they found ready employment. 

Then, just at the time when the real effects of the in- 
dustrial changes would normally have been felt, England 
entered the Revolutionary wars against France, which con- 
tinued without cessation for twenty-three years. The war 
created artificial conditions which blinded the manufacturers 
and the country to the normal implications of the super- 
session of man- by machine-power. Foreign competition 
ceased, while the demand went up by leaps and bounds ; 
and instead of there bdng an unemployment problem, it 
was necessary to use to the fUl all the existing resources, 
manual and mechanical. All types of labour were pressed 
into the service, for women and children could tend 
machines, working in the textile mills for fourteen or six- 
teen hours a day, often in an atmosphere full of fluff and 
refuse, and a temperature nused to 75° damp heat. Child 
mortality was considerable, and the span of adult life 
shortened. But humanity was cheap, for there was an 
endless supply of recruits, who would work for wages 
scarcely above subsistence level. The Poor Law of Eliza- 
beth, imposing a workhouse test for relief, was abrogated 
in favour of the Speenhamland system of outdoor doles, 
given proportionally to the size of the fiunily. This, to- 
gether with the prevalence of child labour in factories, 
was a direct encouragement to large families among the 
lower classes, and gangs of pauper children were regularly 
sent by the J.P.s to work in the mills. 

Such were the special conditions heading for over-pro- 
duction and the inevitable slump in the immediate future, 
and the not far distant menace of over-population; together 
with appalling effects on national physique, character, and 
motme resulting from this wanton exploitation of the entire 
'^rking-dass population. It might well seem to be, as 
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Owen afterwards saw it, a society founded on falsehood, 
fraud, and fear, for the maintenance of the vested interests 
of the Anglican aristocracy. “The rich wallow in an 
excess of luxuries injurious to themselves, solely by the 
labour of men who are debarred from acquiring for their 
own use a sufficiency even of the indispensable articles of 
life.” ^ It was indeed “ two nations, the rich and the poor,”* 
and, as was frankly stated by a politician of the day, “ we do 
not want the masses to become wealthy and independent 
of us, for how could we govern them if they were r ” ® 

The arrival of Owen at Manchester coincided with the 
great cotton boom which made it the pioneer town of 
Northern industrial development. The population doubled 
in the decade 1 780-90, the imports of raw cotton rose from 
5,000,000 to 31,000,000 lb., and the exports of worked 
cotton from 300,000 to 1,000,000 lb. Owen was engulfed 
in this maelstrom of industrial life, and his career illustrates 
the meteoric rise possible for any man with a good business 
head, and the resulting temptations to sacrifice all ideals 
for the certainty of rapid returnis. In 1789 he abandoned 
the retail assistantship, and set up as a manufacturer of 
Crompton's mules for the making of fine cotton yarn. A 
year later, at the age of nineteen, he entered the arena him- 
self as an independent manufacturer of yarn, employing 
three men, and making a profit of £6 a week. Wider 
opportunity was soon to offer ; Owen obtained the post of 
manager in Mr Drinkwater's cotton-mill — one of the first 
factories for cotton-spinning on a large scale — earning a 
salary of ;^300 a year, and with supervision of 500 work- 
people. Here, at the centre of British commerce, Owen 
made his name as a successful contributor to the technique 
of industry. By the use of North American “ sea-island ” 
cotton, with its peculiar properties for fine spinning, he 
was able to increase the number of hanks in the pound of 
yarn from the 120 of his predecessor to an average of 250. 
For the raw cotton he gave $ 5 . a pound ; for the finished 

^ Letter to Lord Livetpool^ z8xS. Autcbiografkf^ Appendix M, p. 287. 

* Sybil. 

• F, von GentZy sectetary to die Congress of Aix-la-ChapclIc- 
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yarn he received i8j. Sd, a pound — ^this being <o per 
crat. above * list price ’ ; and the war gave an admtiond 
stimulus to the vast output and profits of his mill. Here, 
too, he had opportuni^ to observe the effects of mass- 
production upon the operatives. ** I early noticed,” he tells 
us, '* a great attention given to the dead machinery, and the 
neglect and disregard of the living machinery ” ; ^ and it 
was now that he began to develop views upon the influ- 
ence of environment on htunanity — ^views afterwards to be 
trumpeted to an astonished England as a call to awake from 
the sleep of complacency and tiie lust of gain. Owen was 
graduaUy ceasing to be a type of the eighteenth-century 
Industrie magnate, and was becoming an individual of 
opinions strongly opposed to those of the rest of his class. 

At the end of four years Owen entered into partnership 
with Messrs Barton, of Manchester, and Borrodale and Atkin- 
son, of London, in the Chorlton Twist Company. While in 
pursuit of his business, travelling as a man^ng director, 
buying raw cotton, and selling the produce of the Chorlton 
mills, Owen naet, at Glasgow, Caroline Dale. Her father, 
David Dale, like Owen himself, typified in his career the 
rapid adf^nce possible in this age of cataclysmic change. 
From a herd-boy at Stewarton he had risen to be owner of 
important cotton-mills at New Lanark, founded in con- 
junction with the inventor Arkwright ; he was also a director 
of the Glasgow Bank, and as pastor to the Scottish Inde- 
pendents of Glasgow preached in forty churches of the 
surrounding district. His religious views were strict, and 
he applied to practical uses in his factory the humanitarian 
principles often singularly lacking, save in theory, in the 
devotees of the Established Church. It was the daughter 
of this man, to whom he was entirely unknown, that Owen 
soon aspired to marry, and the greatest step of his life, the 
purchase of the New Lanark mills, was but an incident in 
the pursuit of this ambition. Caroline Dale, from the 
moment of their first meeting, had apparently ma r ke d down 
Owen as her future husband, but in spite of this rapid 
decision her progress was but timid, as she required &e 

* ^utobiegnpfy, p. 34. 
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good offices of a mutual friend to inform him of his fortune ; 
while.Owen for his part was shy and diffident, feeling keenly 
his inferiority with, regard to her father, without whose con- 
sent she refused to marry. At this juncture rumour arose 
in the manufacturing world that the New Lanark mills were 
for sale, and Owen seize'd this opportunity of making him- 
self known to Dale, on pretext or investigating this report 
on behalf of the Chorlton Twist Company. The property 
eventually changed hands for ,^60,000, and in 1797 the 
New Lanark Twist Company was formed, Owen with his 
wife going to Lanark in 1800 to take charge of the mills. 

Owen was twenty-eight when the transference of New 
Lanark set him upon the stage which he was to occupy for 
twenty-four years, and where he became a world-famous 
figure. It is probable that by this time his main social 
theories were mlly formed. He states in his autobiography 
that on first viewing the New Lanark site he exclaimed to 
his companion, ** Of all places 1 should prefer this in which 
to try an experiment I have long contemplated.” From 
childhood, although we may disregard his later insistence 
upon the precocious formation of his opinions, he had 
possessed a thoughtful, if not analjrtical, mind, and had been 
an extraordinarily wide reader. At an early age he appears 
to have examined the dogmas and history of the sects and 
religions of the world, “claiming each for itself to be . . . the 
* true religion* ; . . . and the study of these contending faiths 
and their deadly hatred of each other,’* he says, “ began to 
create doubts in my mind respecting the truth of any one 
of these divisions.*’^ Further thought produced a theoiy 
of the common underlying fallacy of these religions. All 
were based on the assumption that man was responsible 
for his good and bad qualities, and was answerable to God 
and to his feUow-men for their effects — ** that greatest 
of all errors, the notion that individuals form their own 
characters.” ® Owen was convinced that his own character 
was not of his making, but , was the product of two 
forces, nature and society ; “ nature gave the qualities, 

^ AtOobittgrapfy, p. 3. 

■ A New Fiew ofSoctetyt fourth essay, p. 65. 
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and society directed them.” ^ From this theorem Owen 
derived the two great postulates of his entire system of 
thought, the twin foundation-stones of his life’s work. In 
the first place that ” character is formed for and not by 
the individual,”* so that no man can be properly the 
subject of praise or blame. And in the second place that 
once this truth were realised a spirit of universd charity was 
bound to replace the hatreds of sect, party, and person, for 
there would be “ no conceivable foundation for private 
displeasure or public enmity.” ^ These fundamental hypo- 
theses Owen reiterated in different ways, in a lifetime of 
voluminous writii^ and verbal propaganda, but the essence 
was the same. He has sometimes been cdled by his own 
generation and by posterity a monomaniac, for his views 
were impressed upon all and sundry with whom he came in 
contact, in places suitable and unsuitable, with relentless 
insistence and boric^ monotony. Yet his defence' s^inst 
the criticism of Hazlitt that he was ” a man of one idea ” 
must be accepted as valid : ” Had he said that I was a man 
of one fundamental principle and its practical consequences, 
he would have been nearer the trum.” * For it is certtin 
that once his premises are accepted the system which he 
built up on them follows inevitably. From his first con- 
ception of these theories the way was prepared for their 
application to the evils of the times along certain definite 
lines — ^for their advance from a mere apology /cr mankind, 
to a syst^ for the regeneration of mankind. His great 
exoneration of humanity would lead him to the champion- 
ship of the under-classes, groaning under the exrioitation 
of the self-satisfied and intolerant aristocracy. Tirst, by 
attempting their emancipation from the tyranny of a State 
and a Church which created conditions conducive to misery 
and ignorance and to the inevitable increase of crimes which 
were afterwards illogically penalised ; ” the working classes 
. . . ^e now trained to commit crimes, for the commission 
of which they are afterwards punished.” « Secondly, by a 

» A^hgn^. p. 16. . J tfScc&^. .econd enay, p. aj. 

• J Nev} View ofSecie^^ fint emyi p. 24, 
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denunciation of the religions and sects which had preached 
the fdse doctrine of individual responsibility for character, 
and which by their quarrels had added to the Great Un- 
charitableness. Thirdly, by a constructive effort to remould 
society upon new principles, to reform character by an 
altered environment. Exploitation and aristocratic auto- 
cracy must be replaced by socialism and co-operation. 

It is probable that Owen’s opinions were already known 
by 1800, though naturally to a limited public. He fre- 
quently took part in the discussions of Manchester College, 
afterwards the Unitarian College, with Dr Baines, John 
Dalton, Winstanley, and Coleridge. Coleridge, Owen 
tells us, 

was particularly anxious to meet me in discui^ion, as I was the 
one who opposed the religious prejudices of the sects: though 
always in a friendly and kind manner, having now imbibed the 
spirit of charity and kindness ibr my opponents which was forced 
on me by my knowledge of the true formation of character.^ 

He also read papers on social subjects to the Manchester 
Literary and Philosophical Society ; and there is a sugges- 
tion that he regarded W religious views as a possible barrier 
in the eyes of David Dale to his marriage wit^ his daughter. 
In his firm belief that he had made a new discovery of in- 
estimable import to the world he must have alwap intended 
to be a propagandist. ** I always endeavoured,’* he states, 
writing of the year 1802, “to enforce these subjects by plain 
and simple arguments and explanations.*’® He always 
thought that the truth about the formation of character 
had only to be made known for aU classes to co-operate 
in the reconstruction of society in the light of its principles. 

It is impossible and unfair to criticise Owen’s theories in 
isolation, without considering them first in their concrete 
setting. Owen now found tEe material for a practic^ ex- 
position of his views at New Lanark, where he remained, 
though in active partnership in three successive companies, 
until 1824. The village consisted of 1300 people, of 
whom from 400 to 500 were pauper children, and Owen 

* p. 3®' * P- 7^- 
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draws (in his “ Second Essay on the Formation of Char- 
acter”) a dark picture of their condition, despite the 
remedial measures attempted by David Dale. Immorality, 
drunkenness, and theft were common on his arrival, but 
these faults, true to his principles, Owen attributed to de- 
fective environment, an^ without any artificial rewards or 
punishments, he set himself so to alter these conditions as 
to appeal to the best and not the worst motives in human 
nature. The housing problem was fundamental, and Owen 
meant to enlist the interest of the inhabitants in favour of 
clean, orderly dwellings and streets. A set of rules was 
drawn up enjoining periodical whitewashing of the houses, 
sweeping of the streets, and banishment of cattle and 
poultry from the living-rooms ; and these regulations were 
administered by visitors chosen from the villagers them- 
selves. The doors were to be shut at ten o’clock each 
night in winter, and immorality was checked by a system 
of fines, which reduced the number of illegitimate births to 
twenty-eight over a period of ten years, and, in accord vnth 
Owen’s ideal of charity, the offenders against convention 
were received back into society without backbiting or 
condescension. Special injunctions were issued to the 
villagers to observe the practice of religious toleration, 
and this ruling for the New Lanark community is inter- 
esting as showing Owen’s earlier religious views. Rule 1 8 
runs: 

As there are a very great variety of reli^ous sects in the 
world (ud which are probably adapted to different constitutions 
under different circumstances, seeing that there are many good 
and consdentious characters in each), it is particularly recom- 
mended as a means of uniting the inhabitants of the village that 
while each faithfully adheres to the principles which he most 
approves, at the same time all shall think charitably of their neigh- 
bours respecting thdr religious opinions, and not presumptuously 
Suppose that theirs alone are right.^ 

A store was es^blished, where goods, bought wholesale, 
were sold to the inhabitants at 25 per cent, below ordinary 

» The New Existence ef Mm upon the Earth, appendix to Part V, Rule iZ. 
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retail prices, a first attempt at the co-operative principle 
later to be developed upon a vast scale ; and in this store 
spirit was wisely sold, in order to prevent recourse to the 
gin shops of New Lanark. A savings-bank was erected to 
receive the fruits of thrift and self-control ; and the people 
were persuaded to safeguard themselves against sickness 
and old age by contributing one-sixtieth of their wages to 
a Benefit Society, and to make subscriptions towards 
ultimate admission to an old-age hospital, situated in the 
pleasantest part of the village. All this was not gained 
'mthout opposition from the inhabitants. “ Him and his 
English havers,** grumbled the suspicious Scotch; but 
Owen gradually gained their confidence. During the 
United States* embargo on British cotton in 1806 he paid 
out j^7CX>o in wages to his idle operatives while other em- 
ployers were turning their surplus hands adrift ; and after 
this there was no more trouble, the villagers willingly co- 
operating in his schemes for their betterment. 

A local government committee, chosen from the workers, 
met the resident partner every month to report, to suggest 
improvements, and to adjudicate complaints. In the mills 
diemselves no more pauper children were employed, and 
the age for employment was raised to ten ; while the hours 
of work were ultimately reduced, in spite of opposition 
from Owen*s partners, n-om Dale*s iif to lof (exclusive 
of meals). Weekly wages remained the same in spite of 
this reduction of hours, but as most of the work at New 
Lanark was piece-work the operatives might therefore have 
lost by a decrease of time, were it not for the i^ct that pro- 
duction actually increased as the result of the lesser strain 
and the iroproved conditions. Good conduct and industry 
were assured, not^ as under the old system, by the fear 
of punishment or dismissal, but by appealing to the self- 
respect and pride of the worker. A coloured block, 
inmcative of the standard of his conduct, was hung publicly 
over each man*s head, and by this means, without a word 
of praise or blame, but merely by a look, Owen produced a 
change in character which resulted fix>m the development 
of man*s inner qualities : “ the pleasure of good conduct 
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increased,” and man was taught to realise his value in higher 
terms than mere money. ^ 

Novel as diese experiments were, the most interesting 
exposition of Owen’s views was in the sphere of education, 
a basic element in his environmental theory of the forma- 
tion of ^aracter. “ I know that society may be formed 
so as to exist without crime, without poverty, . . and with 
in tellig ence increased a hundredfold,” he said, “ and 
no obstacle whatever intervenes at this moment except 
ignorance to prevent it.”^ He had always shown a 
practical interest in the existing educational system, then 
under the re^me of Bell and Lancaster, but both these 
systems had grave defects in his eyes, though he supported 
both financially. Bell’s education was strictly sectanan, and 
he refused, even with the bribe of an increased subscription 
from Owen, to open his schools to Dissent. Lancaster’s 
scheme fiivotured the monitorial system. This, involving 
the rapid mass-education of the younger by the older 
children, merely crammed the child’s mind with ill-digested 
facts, probably not understood by those who taught them, 
burdening the memory without developing the mental 
qualities. Owen, in his own system, put into practice at 
New Lanark, made three fundamental departures from the 
existing English system of education, and each, a per- 
manent contribution to educational science, was the direct 
result of his principles concerning the formation of char- 
acter. It was not until some years afterwards that he 
idsited the Continental schools of Pestalozzi, Fellenberg, 
and Oberlin, conducted upon methods akin to those he 
himself had evolved ; it is doubtful whether he had ever 
read Rousseau, and his views were almost certainly, in spite 
of their resemblance to those of other theorists, die inde- 
pendent product of his own mind. In the first place, his 
education was non-sectarian and universally compulsory. 
In the second place, it was to start at an earlier age; Owen 
held that the period of greatest malleability was in the 
first two years of lif^ and he was therefore the founder 
of the infant school in England. In the third place, he 

* A New View of Society, ** Address to the Inhabitants of New Lanarl^” p. io6. 
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made a development in the theory and technique of in- 
struction : 

Reading and writing are merely instruments by which know- 
ledge, either true or false, may be imparted, and when given to 
children are of little comparative value, unless they are also taught 
how to make a proper use of them.^ 

Acting upon this oft-obscured distinction between the 
way to knowledge and knowledge itself, Owen aimed at 
substituting for the mere cramming of the memory with 
facts a method which would give th§ mind a permanent 
equipment to use and interpret such facts. For, according 
to his view, the function of education was to form the 
brain into a reliable steering-gear in the situations and 
problems of after-life. 

Owen’s school was therefore described as the ** Institute 
for the Formation of Character.” It was divided into the 
infant school, where about 274 children up to ten years 
of age were taught, and the evening school, where some 
485 workers from ten years upwards came for instruction 
when the day’s work was over : the infant school was free, 
but in the evening school a charge of 3^/. a week was made, 
“ on account of the Scot’s aversion to charity.” There was 
also an area serving as a criche, where children could be 
sent as soon as they could walk, while their parents were 
at the mills. Here they played under supervision and 
were taught the first rudiments of a correct fonnation of 
character — ^namely, that they should never injure their 
playfellows, but ao all in their power to make them happy.* 
The methods of the infant school are worth brief notice. 
Much depended on the personality of the teachers, who 
were chosen for their personal qualities rather than for 
their learning. Molly Young was a seventeen-year-old 
mill-hand, and James Buchanan a middle-aged operative 
who had been ** previously trained by his wife to perfect 
submission to her will.” * Discipline obviously was to be 
maintained by personal influence rather than by reward 

^ A New View of Society, fourth essay, p. 74. 

• Ibid,, third essay, p. 40. • AtOobioffrap^, p. 139. 
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and punishment; the children being brought to see that 
their own interests lay in the maintenance of pleasantness 
and order. No lesson was to be more than three-quarters 
of an hour in length, to avoid weariness and consequent 
disgust with learning. Parrot-learning was strenuously 
avoided: the child was questioned on what he read in 
order to develop a faculty for analysis and penetration 
rather than the blind acceptance of facts as uiey stood. 
For the same reason copybooks were shunned, on account 
of the trite platitudes uey impressed upon the memory. 
The teaching method was founded on the system of sense- 
impression practised on the Continent by Pestalozzi. All 
truths were illustrated in concrete and visible form, rather 
than learned from the symbols of the printed page. “ With 
these infante everything was made to be amusement.”^ 
In arithmetic the effects of addition and subtraction were 
clearly shown by a table representing each unit by a line ; 
similarly fractions were represented by divided squares. 
In geography maps, charts, and models were used, and the 
fundamental lesson of environment pushed home by ex- 
plaining to the children, after showing them pictures of 
the inhabitants of other countries, that they would have 
been like them had they been born into the same circum- 
stances. Even granunar was given pictorial life by 
personifying^ the parte of speech as soldiers, their relative 
importance in the sentence being shown by their position 
in the military hierarchy — as, for instance. General Noun, 
Colonel Verb, Corporal Adverb. Historical study gained 
concrete illustration by the use of a chart representing 
seven rivers, one for each of the main countries, with the 
events mvked upon each stream and the whole divided by 
vertical lines to mark the centuries. In this way tihie child 
could see chronological relativity and general movements 
at a glance, and did not keep the history of his country in 
a watertight compartment, and learn a narrow, sectional 
patriotism. Owen laid great emphasis upon the true his- 
toncal sense as an educative force for the child. “By 
these means,” he wrote^ 
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he will early learn what he is in relation to past ages, to the 
period in which he lives, to the circumstances in whi^ he is 
placed, to the individuals around him, and to future events; he 
vdll then only have any pretensions to .the name of a rational 
bdng.^ 

This was the system at New Lanark, the concrete illus- 
tration of Owen’s theories on the formation of character. 
The experiment showed the possibility of producing great 
wealth without injury to the human element ; the happiness 
and intelligence of the children showed the formative 
effects of a careful training from infancy; the village 
showed the effect of a bettered environment even upon the 
hardened adult character. Thousands of visitors of ml sects, 
religions, and parties came to New Lanark, and went away 
impressed by the success of this model establishment. 
The Duke of Kent, Dr Sutton, Archbishop of Canterbury, 
Richard Oasder, the factory r^ormer, and the Grand Duke 
Nicholas of Russia were among the converts. In 1813, 
however, Owen had propagated his views to an even 
wider public by the publication of his New View of Society : 
Four Essays on the Formation of Character, These were 
sent to the crowned heads of Europe and all leading states- 
men, while copies were circulated in the United States, 
many being provided with plain leaves, inviting comment 
and criticism. The first three essays merely explained the 
theory of the New View, on the lines already indicated — that 
** man’s character is formed for and not by him,” and that 
there was therefore no rational excuse for enmity or blame. 
The fourth presents a constructive programme for carry- 
ing the theory intx) effect. All religious tests were^ to be 
abolished — ^that is, declarations of belief in which all 
cannot conscientiously join,” * and the Church, thus 
purged of its errors, put at tiie head of the reform move- 
ment. All obvious temptations to vice, such as pot-houses 
and state lotteries, were to be abolished, for, by foese, ten- 
dencies which might develop into punishable crimes were 
illogically encouraged by the State itself. The existing 

A New View Society, “ Report to the County of Lanark,” p. 284. 

* Ibid,, fourth essay, p. 67. 
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Poor Law was to be repealed, as a similar source of 
crime and encouragement of pauperism. A bureau was 
to be established in each district to provide quarterly 
statistics of labour. Finally a national system of com- 
pulsory education was advocated, on the lines of that at 
New Lanark. 

Opposition to Owen’s views came not from the Govern- 
ment, but from his own partners, on grounds first of com- 
mercial greed, and later of religious prejudice. His first 
group of partners were of the class whom Owen describes 
as those ‘‘ in whose estimation to forsake the path of 
immediate individual gain would be to show symptoms of 
a disordered imagination.”^ In 1809 they grumbled at 
the alleged financial loss resulting from the application of 
profits to improvements instead of to their own pockets. 
Owen admittedly regarded the undertalring as ” an experi- 
ment for the benefit of the world, as mu^ as for cotton- 
spinning.” He therefore, in 1809, bought out the New 
llanark Tvdst Company for ,£84,000 and formed tiie New 
Lanark Company with Messrs Campbell and Atkinson. 
They, in 1813, made the same complaints, and a fresh 
partnership was formed, the mills being bought this 
time for ,£114,000.^ The new partners included Jeremy 
Bentham, the Utilitarian, whose views on the functions 
of government were akin to Owen’s,” and several noted 
Quakers, William Allen, John Walker, Joseph Fox, and 
others. These, though not devoid of commercial motives, 
attacked primarily from the religious point of view. The 
basic principle of non-sectarianism was distasteful; the 
Highland dress of the children was considered indecent; 
the drilling was ofifensive to pacifist tendencies, and any 
type of secular song discouraged in favour of “ psalmody.” 
Owen was obliged to introduce modifications in accordance 
vdth these opinions in 1 824 ; and James Buchanan was dis- 
missed, going to teach at the infant school set up by Henry 

^ A New View ofSocietyt third essay* p. 6z» 

* Note the increase in wue. 

‘ That government then is the best which in practice produces the greatest 
happiness to the greatest number .if New View if fourth essay* p« 63. 
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Brougham at Westminster. The educational experiment 
then bore fruit elsewhere, and Samuel Wilderspin founded 
the London Infant School Society at Spitalfields in the 
same year. 

New Lanark had made Owen a public figure not merely 
in the manufacturing, but in the political world ; and he 
came prominently mrward in the Government schemes 
for dealing with the crisis following upon the Treaty of 
Paris in 1815. In this year there was necessity for recon> 
struction in every branch of economic life. The coming 
of peace ended the artificial conditions which, for the past 
twenty-three years, had caused a false view of the effects of 
the Industrial Revolution. Owen’s first sphere of govern- 
mental action was to voice the appeal of the Glasgow 
manufacturers for the abolition of the import duty on raw 
cotton, which, he pointed out, was simply a bounty fisr the 
foreign producer, now that foreign competition was released 
with the coming of a normal regime. This end was gained 
in the abrogation of all but a nominal tax by Vansittart. 
This was the first step towards the downfall of the Protective 
system. Owen attached to his demands, however, an appeal 
for general factory reform. So far the only national fac- 
tory legislation was the Health and Morals of Apprentices 
Act, passed in 1 802, applying only to a limited class, and 
left to the unpaid administration of the interested local 
J.P.S. Owen’s suggestions formed the basis of the first 
general Factory Act, entrusted to the charge of Sir Robert 
Peel, to raise the age of employment to twelve, with an 
educational test before admission, to reduce the hours for 
“ young persons” to lo^aday^exclusiveof meals), to obviate 
night work, and to appoint paid inspectors for the adminis- 
tration of die Act. In its support Owen made his famous 
denunciation of the accepted aristocratic standards. Perish 
the cotton trade, perish even the political superiority of our 
country (if it depends on the cotton trade) rather than they 
shall be upheld by the sacrifice of everything valuable in 
life by those who are the means of supporting them.”^ 
This speech implies what Owen unfortunately nowhere 

1 Obsenrations on the cotton trade, Jutobu^rapky, Appendix F, p. tS. 
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Erectly stated, that the country was, in the wide view, 
eating up its capital blindly and disastrously at the very 
moment when it imagined the greatest profits were being 
made. For the industrialists were killing the next genera- 
tions, exhausting their working power and destroying 
their brain-power, mortgaging ^e future for the sake of 
immediate returns. But thu manufacturing world re- 
mained complacently and dangerously ignorant of this 
aspect of Owen’s teaching. Opposition to the Bill from 
self-interested sources was acute, and Peel was all too 
sensitive to it. The inspectors were ofiFensive as paid spies 
“ upon a class necessary to the prosperity of the country ” ; 
it was stated that England’s monopoly of fordgn markets 
would be threatened by a reduction of hours, and that 
wages would decrease for the same cause and the Poor 
Law increase. Owen unfortunately provided nothing to 
support his contention that production would increase 
owing to improved conditions. To these arguments was 
added false statistical evidence to refute the facts upon 
which the Bill was based, and the Manchester manu- 
facturers proved that the deaths in the then system were 
only two in a thousand; and that of 4938 employees only 
eighty were under the age of nine.^ The attack was further 
supported by scandal-hunting at New Lanark, to diminish 
Owen’s influence with the Government. Here the manu- 
facturers found a ready tool in “ the Rev. Mr Menzies ” 
(offended by Owen’s negligence of sectarian persons and 
principles), who “ had preached in and presided over the 
town of Lanark for twenty years ; and mere was no per- 
ceptible change for the better among his parishioners.”* 
When the Bill became law in 1819 it was shorn of most of 
its good points. It was to apply only to the cotton-mills, 
the age of employment was raised to nine, not twelve, and 
Ae “ young persons ” class ceased at the age of sixteen 
instead of eighteen. But though the result fell short of the 
hope, a principle was nevertheless established. A wedge 
was thmst into industrial laissez-faire. The foundations 
were laid upon which' national control of economic con- 

1 Hansardj April 3, x8i6. • Auiobiograpkf^ p. XX7. 
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ditions was built up. The State had been induced to take 
official cognisance of its working classes, and aristocracy 
and exploitation were challenged. 

In another sphere also Owen’s governmental action had 
important results — namely, in the Poor Law problem. On 
the signing of peace came the slump, and the consequent 
unemployment made dear the real effects of the introduction 
of machinery. Driven from industry, driven from the land, 
or returning from the wars, there seemed no hope for 
humanity in the earl]^ years of the nineteenth century. 
The Corn Laws, restraining foreign import in the interests 
of the landed Tories, kept food-prices at an artificial height. 
Population, stimulated by the Poor Law, threatened to out- 
run the means of subsistence, and Malthus propounded his 
theories for the suppression of the redund^t lower dasses ; 
while the abject poverty gave rise to Ricardo’s Iron Law of 
Wages. Discontent and occasbnal rioting and machine- 
brewing was met by the suspension of Habeas Corpus, 
and finally by the Peterloo massacre of 1 8 1 9. The reaction 
was at its height. In 1 8 1 7 Owen put forward a plan for the 
consideration of the Commission on the Administration of 
the Poor Law. This programme was directly opposed to 
the hopdess view taken by the economists. Far from sup- 
pressing the poor, he argued that work, not dependent on 
the fluctuations of the market, could be found for all the 
unemployed. This was to be accomplished by their organi- 
sation in communities, consisting of from 500 to 1500 
persons, with surrounding land, on the model of the New 
Lanark establishment. Here they would be enabled to 
work for their own subsistence, sell their surplus produce, 
and at the same time be educated towards a right formation 
of character. By his advocacy of a Labour Bureau, providing 
statistics of available work, he evidently intended the com- 
munities to be a temporary expedient to meet a particular 
crisis, and to drain off the members in process of time to 
ordinary work.^ The plan was rejected on account of its 
expense, for the cost of a single community was estimated 

^ Owen’s plan was almost identical with that for the unemployed community 
recently founded at Bladcbotough, Devon. 
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at i^96,ooo. But it obtained wide support, in oscular 
from Ricardo, Archbishop Sutton, Liveipool, and reel. 

At this time Owen was at the height of his power, both as 
a Scottish manufacturer and as a figure in national politics ; 
and he was well known internationally. Some analysis of 
his theories may now be attempted. Owen has been wubly 
unfortunate. On the one hand, political and sentimentsd 
bias has worshipped him as the founder of socialism and 
co-operation, and refused to see either the defects of his 
thinking or his incapacity in the sphere of practical politics. 
This has inevitably led to a reaction ; and on the other hand 
are those who condemn him as a visionary— a madman and 
advocate of a pernicious philosophy of fatmism. The truth, 
as usual, lies between the two. And in the attempt to pre- 
sent a fair analysis of Owen’s essential social thought may 
be seen my previous insistence upon the examination of his 
theories in meir concrete setting. For Owen “ was not in 
any true sense of the word a student,” his son writes. 

One who had made hb own way in life, unaided by a single 
dollar from the a^ of ten, could not well he. 1 never found in 
his extensive libraiy a book with a marginal note, or even a pencil 
mark of his. . . . Except for statistical worlra, ... I never 
remember to have seen him occupied in taking notes from any 
book whatever.^ 

Owen’s lack of early training affected considerably his 
power of exposition. He had no analytical faculty, and no 
power of scholarly presentment. Above all, he never de- 
fined his terms, that first essential of clear thinkin g ; and as 
a result an an^ysis of the theories as they were actually 
written is almost bound to be a misrepresentation of his 
real intentions. One is never certain what Owen really 
meant. His written work is a mass of sweeping, unquali- 
fied statements, and their logical implications he never saw. 
He generalised widely from particular instances, and he 
seldom backed up his statements vtith statistical or analy- 
tical proof for the satisfaction of his readers. His views 
were enforced more by sheer repetition than by the con- 
viction of his public by scholarly explanation, and with 

* TAreading my Way^ p, 67. 
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each repetition his opinbns became more dogmatic, more 
of a mechanical formula or philosophy, more of a departure 
from his original empirical ideas and experiments. All 
these defects laid Owen open to misrepresentation and 
misinterpretation, and gave a loophole for the opposition of 
the self-interested classes to his practical schemes for social 
reform. The most common criticisms of Owen’s doctrines 
are three. The first is that his basic hypothesis, that man’s 
character is formed for and not by him, deprived man of 
firee will, and was a creed of necessarianism offensive to God 
and humanity. The second arises naturally from this ; if by 
his own showing man was deprived of the power of choice 
it was illogical for Owen himself to claim the possibility of 
exercising over the conditions of life a control which could 
only be illusory. 

Can Mr Owen show us how irrational circumstances have 
made himself a rational being? If it be true that Mr Owen is a 
rational being as the effect of the operation of irrational circum- 
stances, it appears to me expressly to contradict his first principle.^ 
Mr Owen cannot explain to us consistendy with his scheme 
. . . how, ... out of the rubbish of the old irrational world, 
he sprang up so beautifully rational.^ 

The third criticism is that Owen’s theory of environmental 
influence was an incomplete determinism, an anticipation 
of Marxian doctrines ; for he omitted, it^ is said, to give 
due weight to heredity and to spiritual influences in his 
estimate of the forces forming character. 

Of these attacks the first two, based on the assumption 
that Owen’s theories necessarily involved denial of free will, 
may, I think, be modified by an analysis of his writing in the 
light of his practice. Both statements appear reasonable 
inferences from Owen’s insistence that man’s character is 
formed for and not by him, and upon his consequent 
irresponsibility. But it seems evident that Owen in his 
vigorous manhood never intended to propound a doctnne 
of fatalism in the sense of an abstract philosophical system. 

* Public Ditcussion between P. Owen and the Pev, y« Reebuci, p. sa. 

• Ibid., p. 57. 
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Owen was no philosopher ; he was simply stating an empir- 
ical theory of social and biological influence upon character, 
and insisting upon its realisation as a root cause of the evils 
of nineteenth-century society. When he inferred that man's 
character was formed for him he at first meant it in no 
abstract philosophical sense. In his Second Memorial to 
the Governments of Eurtme and America”^ he defines the 
circumstances ” which he considers to form character — 
defines them as six concrete factors — ^religion, sect, country, 
language, class, and parentage. These influences form the 
” national or local character, " '* a six-fold barrier of error 
and prejudice ” impressed upon the helpless child, whom 
Owen emphatically regarded as father of the man whose 
character is formed for and not by him. This brings us 
to another point. What did Owen really mean by “ char- 
acter ’*? For the most part in his earlier writings, before 
in his old age he abandoned all the modifications of his 
** doctrines," he seems to imply not the whole organised 
self, including the will, but rather that “ children are beings 
whose dispositions, habits, and sentiments are to be formed 
for them.^ ® This narrowing down of the term * character * 
to mean feelings, convictions, and prejudices involves no 
denial of free will, for the will is isolated. And the theory of 
formation of character viewed in this way, as Owen seems 
fundamentally to have intended it, leaves the individual free 
to act or not to act in accordance with these feelings and 
prejudices — ^it leaves room for a distinction between poten- 
tial and actual. Notice how the system at New I^ark 
Mpressly disproves the submergence of the individual in 
its insistence upon the full devdopment of mental capaci- 
ties. Oys^en’s description of Peel as a man “ whose natural 
talent with growing experience led him by degrees to over- 
come the many disadvantages of an Oxford formation of 
character”* is scarcdy the negation of free will. Notice 
also that in many passages Owen insists upon the collective 
application of his theory. “ Children are . . . passive and 

* AutoU^n^, Appendix O, p. 217, 

* A New Fiew rfScetety, "Kepoit to the County of Lnnarl^** p. 282. 

* AutMtgra^, p. 214. 
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wonderfully contrived compounds, which . . . may be 
formed collectively to have any human character ” ; ^ again, 
“ the old, collectively, may train the young, collectively, to 
be ignorant and miserable, or to be intelligent and happy.” * 
Any general character, in short, may be given to a com- 
munity ” by means which are to a great extent at the com- 
mand and under the control of those who have influence in 
the affairs of men.”* By providing the right environ- 
ment and instruction a society could acquire, without 
moulding its individuals to one helpless pattern, certain 
general characteristics such as reason, charity, and intelli- 
gence. Thus far most thoughtful people would agree 
unhesitatingly with Owen. At times, however, and especi- 
ally in his old age, he included the * will ’ among the 
individual attributes moulded by forces outside individud 
control. Upon this point he became increasingly dogmatic 
as the years went on, and by 1830 he is stating uncompro- 
misingly, whatever may have been his analysed sentiments 
on the subject, that 


Man is compelled to receive his feelings and convictions inde- 
pendent of his will : his feelings or his convictions, or both of them 
united, create the motive to action called the will, which stimu- 
lates him to act and decides his actions; and thus man’s whole 
character, physical, mental, and moral, is formed independent of 
himself.* 


How much influence, then, in this determinism did Owen 
allocate to forces other than environmental in the forrnation 
of character? The third criticism of Owen’s thinking is 
that not sufficient emphasis was placed on heredity and 
religion as a controlling factor, and this criticism bears 
directly upon this point. Certainly Owen stressed the 
economic and external factors, for these vtexc more easy of 
control ; but he was far from thinking with his contem- 
porary Godwin that the child’s mind could be regarded 

^ A New View if Society, second essay, p. zz. 

* Ibid., fourth essay, p. 64. 

* Ibid., first essay, p. 16, , » , « j. 

* OutUtte of the Rational System tf Society, Appendix to Report of the Proceedings 
of the Festival in Commemoration of the Centenary Birthday, p. 30. 
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as tabula rasa^ for the reception of external impression. 
** Nature gave the qualities,” though ” society directed 
them.” Though the evolutionary theories of Darwin and 
Lamarck were not at this time generally public, Owen is 
quite clear that heredity had immense force. ” The child is 
formed by a double creation,” he wrote, ” the one pre^ous 
to birth, the other a secondary or new creation, chiefly 
through the agency of matured humanity”;^ man is a 
compound being, whose character is formed by hereditary 
influences, and by external circumstances acting upon it ; 
and Owen regarded it as his special mission to bring home 
the importance of this ” second creation ” made possible 
through the agency of man by creating new surroundings. 
But the influence of heredity is not unrecognised. Again, 
“ children are born with certain faculties or qualities . , . 
differing in each individual in strength and combination; 
whatever these powers may be in each child, he could not 
create the smallest part of them.”* It is perhaps not 

f enerally realised that the Lectures on the Marriages of the 
'riesthood^ published in 1835, was dictated in part by this 
realisation of the effect of pre-natal circumstances upon the 
child. Besides being an attack on the hierarchy and the 
sects, it was also an inseparable part of his scheme for 
social reconstruction, and should be considered as such. 
Owen recognised the obvious fact that the sex-relationship 
is the basis of society, and that this basis could never be 
sound as long as it remained under the irrational control 
of the Church. ^ The “ ascetic ideal ” distorted man’s view 
of the natural, inculcating the idea that nature’s means of 
creation was antagonistic to religion and to God, instead of 
seeking in it a sacrament in itself. The existing marriage 
system was also based on irrational and false values. The 
Church attempted to impose an arbitrary and indissoluble 
union regardless of the motives of the persons concerned. 
Marriages entered into for money, ror social position, 
economic security, or mere convenience, were dignified 
with the ‘ sacramental ’ tie of the Church, together with the 
anathema upon the breaking of it. Even if the one great 

» Atttobiogn^hy, Preface, p. xlHi. * /«</., Appendix O, p. ai6. 
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motive for marriage were present, to demand a marriage 
vow was to enforce a kind of perjury : for one could only 
pledge the action and not the spirit of the future, and the 
marriage vow of the Church imposed not only the promise 
of a concrete tie, but also the spiritual obligation to love and 
to honour in perpetuum : feelings which were outside man’s 
control. The union could perhaps be maintained in the 
letter, but not always in the spirit, which is the essence of 
faithfulness; and to force people to live together hypo- 
critically adhering to the form of marriage for fear of the 
censure of Church and society was forcing them to sin. 
In such an atmosphere children were born and brought up. 
Even in the most ideally affectionate marriage no care was 
taken to enforce any system of eugenics. People were 
allowed to marry who, for reasons of health, should not, 
though efforts were made to improve the breed even of the 
lower animals. Owen summed up his arguments as 
follows : ** The priesthood [like the State] first adopt the 
most effective measures to create vice, and then turn round 
and say that men are bad by nature.” He was not, how- 
ever, advocating the abandonment of marriage and a career 
of free love, as his opponents wilfully misrepresented ; for 
regulation, rather than licence, was obviously the essence 
of his ideas. Actually he wanted an improvement in the 
marriage system. Three months’ public notice before 
marriage ttos advocated ; then, if the parties found them- 
selves unsuited, they could give notice of intended separation 
after a year of marriage, but were to continue to live to- 
gether for a further six months before separating, in order 
to ensiure that the disagreement was not merely of a tem- 
porary nattu*e. Family life was, however, eventually to dis- 
appear, for at best it taught a narrow sectional loyalty, and 
was to merge iA his plans for including the family group in 
the larger unit, the socialist community. 

It was this series of lectures which aroused opposition to 
Owen to a- climax, and brought about the Holy War of 
1 840, conducted by the “ fighting Bishop ” of Exeter, 
Phillpotts. But it is from his denunciation of the religions 
of the world, made in the City of London Tavern in 1817, 
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that his unpopularity with the governing class must date, 
though the full effects of this unfortunate speech^ which 
merely put into concrete form Owen’s implied and inherent 
hostility to the Church, were deferred for some years. The 
Times and The Morning Pw/vrithdrew their support at once, 
but dislike was far from general, and at the actual meeting 
the attack on the facies of “ religion ” seems to have 
been received vuth enthusiasm; the borough of Lanark was 
actually kept open for Owen as Parliamentary candidate in 
1819, and his New View of Sodely made a great impression 
when put before the Congress of Aix-la-Chapelle in 1818. 
What exactly was involved in the attack on the religions of 
the world ? The question is of more than academic interest, 
for its decision gives us the extent to which Owen recog- 
nised a spiritual influence in the formation of character, and 
affects our view of his gospel of determinism. Here again, 
as in discussing his environmental views, we are confronted 
by a lack of definition. What exactly did Owen mean by 
” religion”? It seems clear that when he denounced 
religions as causing most of the misery of the world he never 
intended to strike at “ true religion,” but only at the con- 
temporary identification of it, and of love for the Godhead, 
vrith the Churches, as institutions, dogmas, and hierarchies, 
fettering private judgment and religious liberty.^ 

I am not going to deprive you of religion, but only of its errors. 
For true reli^on can alone create and secure permanently the 
goodness, wisdom, . . . and everlasting happiness of man. . . . 
What is diis true rdigjon? It is the essence of all yonx rdigions 
freed from the garbage with which man . . . has more or less 
surrounded the modicum of truth in each, . . . the ^irit of pure, 
undeiiled, universal love and cbariqr for man, . . . and of love 
for that energy and power which composes, decomposes, and re- 
composes perpetually the elements of Ae universe and which is 
called God.‘ 

Owen, therefore, might perhaps be considered an agnostic, 
but he was certainly no atheist ; he acknowledged a principle 

* iVrto View efSoeie^, "Address to the Inhabitants of New Lanark,” p. zoo. 

* AutMegraf^, pp, 209-zo. 
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behind the universe, but denied man’s present power to 
plumb the depths of its nature in the complacent manner 
claimed by the Church. Worship of the unknown was 
irrational, and true religion in the rational system of society 
consisted in the service of truth, charity to one’s fellow-men, 
and obedience to the laws of nature. There is no place for 
a personal God in his system. He seems to identify God 
with truth and nature. His religious system was ethical 
merely, and, though he gave to the world a better code of 
ethics than that inculcated by the Church, his theories left 
no room for the influence of a personal God in the formation 
of character. The denunciation came at an unfortunate 
moment, when, in the height of the reaction of 1815-19, 
the governing classes were insanely suspicious of an}^ing 
subversive of the existing system. Nevertheless Owen’s 
declining influence after 1 8 1 7 is due as much to the vision- 
ary nature of his practical plans as to the denunciation. 
The courage required for the denunciation seems to have 
acted as a gradual solvent for all the unpractical, visionary, 
and prophetic elements in his character. It is thm to be 
regarded as important less in itself than as exemplifying a 
mental change. After 1817, though yet under fifty, Owen 
suddenly seems senile. He ceases to be the practical 
business man; he casts aside constitutional methods, and 
gradually loses root in reality. Impatient for the immediate 
realisation of the millennium, he lost sight of the slow and 
careful means in his high enthusiasm for toe far-off end. 
Public opinion, even if not ultimately prejudiced by the 
propaganda of the self-interested classes, could not airily 
leap over toe concrete obstacles in the way of the Kingdom 
of God ; and from now onwards Owen as a practical pro- 
position cannot be taken seriously, though his principles 
and his inspiration remained the^ guiding light for those 
pursuing the policy of reconstruction. ^ 

In toe same year as the denunciation, in a letter to^ Tiu 
Times, he asked for toe immediate formation of socialist 
co mmun ities on the lines of those advocated for the unem- 
ployed ; but this time to consist of all classes and conditions, 
rich and poor. It was the first step in the millennium; the 
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mmnmnal education of the people in t^e right principles of 
governing society. These communities were to cultivate 
the soU by the spade, and not by the plough, on the model 
of the experiments of Mr Falla at Newcastle. There was 
to be no cash standard, but only a labour standard ; each 
member receiving notes on the communal store to the 
extent of his week’s labour. In 1821 Owen presented his 
report to the county of Lanark on these lines ; it was re- 
jected. From this time Owen ceased altogether to be the 
manufacturer, working for the betterment of working con- 
(Htions, the solution of specific national problems, and 
became an eccentric social philanthropist, gradually deserted 
by the more practical-minded of his disciples. Commu- 
nities were started at once, under the inspiration of Tht 
Economist^ Owen’s journal. Owing to the enthusiasm of 
Abram C^mbe, who started a communistic profit-sharing 
experiment in his own tanyard, a community was begun 
at Motherwell in i8aa, and James Hamilton of Dalzell 
promoted the Orbiston community in 1825, while a third 
attempt was made at Queenwood, Hampshire, in 1839. 
Meantime Owen had gone to the tlnited States to try tiie 
plan on new soil, away from the hankering conditions of 
the old country. New Harmony was founded in 1 8 2 5, and 
another attempt was made in Texas, but the Mexican 
Government r^sed to pass the Act of Toleration necessary 
for its establishment. 

These communities were founded on the ideas of John 
Sellers’ CoUedge of Industry (seventeenth century) and on the 
Shaker and Rappite communities and Spencean Clubs of 
Owen’s own daj ; but the programme was subject to the 
gravest economic and psychological objections, of which 
Owen showed a childish disregard. It was impossible to 
allow, as he did, the unrestricted growth of popwtion : any 
but a celibate community would inevitably outrun its means 
of subsistence. Then there was the expense of a self-suffic- 
ing society not subject to the influence of competition. It 
cost 7^. id.Xo support an adult community member who did 
not find his own roof, taxes, or support for wife and family ; 
but Owen argued that the ordinary labourer who did all this 
to8 
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was paid 8 j. a week, and that community membership 
effected a saving of iid.\ The inhabitants obviously 
worked only enough for their own support, and supplied 
no surplus for public burdens, such as taxation, so that the 
communities were invariably in debt. The spade husbandry 
was the application of a system which worked under specific 
conditions to general purposes, where the soil, drainage, 
and climate were not the same. The labour standard 
involved the extreme difficulty of the reduction of all types 
of work involving different payments and different stages of 
exhaustion to a single unit; and the skilled workers natur- 
ally objected to the levelling of their labour to the same unit 
as the unskilled. Throughout, the communities founded 
on the Owen system failed owing to this ^position of the 
inhabitants themselves to any abrogation of uieir individual 
rights. And, as the socialists themselves acknowledged, 
“ It would be a poor excuse for failure to urge that the 
subjects of our experiments were ignorant, poor, and 
vicious ; for we set out to overcome ignorance, poverty, and 
vice.” 1 The later socialists used Owen’s diagnosis of the 
evils of society, but were bound to apply different remedies, 
in particular organised political action through the party 
system; and infinitely more important than these schemes 
was the work of those Owenites who had already broken 
from the practical connection with their master, and were 
applying his principles under his inspiration, indeed, but 
away from die bad business effects of his imanal3^ical mind. 
Co-operative societies, born of the New l^ark store, 
^rang up all over England while Owen was in the States. 
The London Co-operative Society was founded in 1824, 
and by 1830 there were three hundred societies, holding 
the first Co-operative Congress in 1831. At first it was 
intended to wply the middleman’s profits thus saved the 
members to the foundation of socialist communities.^ This 
idea is found in William Thompson’s book Directions for 
the Speedy and Eainomical Establishment of Communities, 
Unpractical though the community scheme was proved, 
yet in this decision was involved a realisation of another of 
> Alex. CuUen, AdvetOuret in SeeiaSm. 
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Owen’s fundamental mistakes — namely, his upper-class 
paternalism. All his measures and experiments were 
patronised ideas, the capital provided from above. The 
Co-operators saw that me workers must not depend on 
patronage, but work out their own salvation ; and this led 
to the inevitable application of economic societies to poli- 
tical ends. The repeal of the Combination Laws in 1824 
led to the rapid development of trade unions under Francis 
Place and Cobbett ; and in the general disappointment at 
the failure of the Reform Act of 1832 to enl^nc^ise the 
lower classes these tmions turned to political agitation. 
On his return from America in 1829 Owen, deserted by the 
upper classes, and denounced as an atheist and subverter 
of the social order, unexpectedly found himself hailed as 
leader of this worlang-class movement. He was, however, 
utterly incapable of grappling with the situation. His 
great venture was the Grand National Consolidated Trades 
Union, with its newspapers, The Crisis (edited by J. E. 
Smith) and The Pioneer (edited by J. Morrison). The 
attempt at general union ended with the transportation of 
the five Dorsetshire labourers in 1834, and trade unions 
and co-operative societies went down in the crash of the 
Grand National Consolidated Trades Union. Owen took 
no further part in governmental action, or in the asso- 
ciation of socialists with the Chartist movement; though 
to the unfortunate agitation which he set on foot for an 
eight-hour day is certainly due the failure of Richard 
Oastler’s ten-hour movement in 1834. Owen could never 
accept the millennium in instalments or work through the 
macninery of the existing system. It was no use, he argued, 
agitating for an extension of the franchise which, in the 
lack of good character under the present re^mey would 
merely result in more uneducated and un^aritable voters. 
Similvly he had no interest in money and financial 
technique, since coinage as a medium of exchange would 
not be used in his New Sodety. The old methods must 
be abrogated, not used and perpetuated. After 1834 
Owenism ” became the name for a sect of ** Rational 
Relig^ionists,” who proclaimed in their journal. The New 
no 
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Moral Worlds the immediate reconstruction of society by 
a moral revolution in humanity. Owen himself died, a 
convert to Spiritualism, in 1858. 

What just estimate is possible of this amazing man ? 
One thing is certain, that Owen was neither saint nor sinner. 
In his first years he did much good ; he laid the foundations 
of national factory legislation, national care of the poor, and 
national supervision of a new system of education. In his 
last years he undoubtedly did much mischief to the cause 
he had at heart, and it was at the price of a breach with 
Owen that his disciples saved his principles for the world 
by bringing them into the sphere of earthly accomplish- 
ment. For die co-operative and socialist movements as 
working propositions the credit belongs to others. Yet 
Owen is not to be judged by what he did, but for the 
abstract principles which he laid down. Not that he 
enunciated anyming new. His gospel of benevolence and 
brotherhood, his insistence upon the equality of 'man, were 
as old as God Himself. But the truth needed re-empha- 
sising, for the current thought of the eighteenth century 
had forgotten it. It is the work of many thinkers simply 
to adjust the contemporary emphasis on the fundamental 
truths of life, to restore the balance and perspective of 
contemporary thought by concentrating on one particular 
aspect of the ultimate ideal. If Owen in the end lost touch 
with the real, and at the end of his life was blinded and 
dazzled by his ideal, it does not detract from his true import- 
ance. He found the nightmare of a machine-run universe, 
a Juggernaut car crushing the poor beyond apparent hope 
of redemption. He ended that nightmare. For, from the 
welter of misery, exploitation, and stark despair, he held out 
to the world a new conception of human worth and human 
destiny. 

Frances M. Page 
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JOHN STUART MILL AND THE 
PHILOSOPHICAL RADICALS 

I T is difficult for us to realise the dominating and wide- 
spread influence of Mill in the England of the middle 
of the nineteenth century. From the publication of 
his Lo^c in 1843 and his Principles of Political Economy in 
1848, he held almost undisputed sway for some forty 
years. Lord Morley, writing in 1873, bears testimony to 
his influence in Oxford : “ For twen^ years no one at all 
open to serious intellectual impressions has left Oxford 
without having undergone the influence of Mill’s teach- 
ing.” ^ Lord Oxford says : “ When I went to Oxford in 
1870 his influence was still predominant, though it was 
being slowly undermined.” * Lord Balfour, writing of 
Cambridge a little earlier, considers that “ Mill possessed 
an authority in the English universities comparable to 
that exerted by Hegel in Germany forty years earlier, and 
in the Middle Ages by Aristotle.” ® Professor Marshall 
tells us that he was led to study economics by reading the 
Political Economy in 1867, “when Mill reigned supreme. 
As a systematic text-book Mill’s Political Economy not 
superseded till Marshall’s own Principles^ appeared in 1 890, 
and it was still necessary to know Mill in the nineties, 
when the writer read moral science at Cambridge. Fifty 
years is a long life for a text-book. Lord Morley sug^sts 
that the mid-nineteenth-century journalists took their ideas 
from Mill and their style from Macaulay. “ Mill taught 
some to reason, Macaulay taught more to declaim. j^t 
Mill’s influence on thought, great though it was at the 
time, is now considered to have been transitional and 

* MiseeUanies, vol. iiii p. 39 * * Victorian Age, p. i6. 

* Theism andHumamsm, p. 138. 
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temporary. He inherited the ideas of Jeremy Bentham, 
of his father, James Mill, of Ricardo and Malthus, and 
gave the final egression to them — an expression that com- 
pleted one epoch and inaugurated another. As a child he 
was steeped in the ideas of the eighteenth century, as a 
young man he absorbed eagerly the ideas of the nineteenth, 
but he never really broke with his inherited faith — 
never entered into the promised land. It was his modest 
boast that hewasalwayslearning, but he did not co-ordinate 
the old and the new. The result was not fusion, but con- 
fusion. He added new floors to the structure, but weakened 
the foundations. This lack of unity and consistency de- 
stroyed his permanent influence. 

II 

John Stuart Mill was born on May so, 1 806, the eldest 
child of James Mill, the friend and disciple of Jeremy 
Bentham. Bentham (1748-1832) was the great formu- 
lator of what is called the Utilitarian philosophy. He 
taught that legislation and morals should aim at happiness, 
** the greatest happiness of the greatest number “ each 
to count for one and not more than one.” He begins his 
great book Principles of Marais and Legulation^ published 
in 1789, with these words: “Nature has placed man under 
the governance of two sovereign masters, zrA pleasure. 
It is for them alone to point out what we ought to do, as 
well as to determine what we shall do.” “ Bentham,” says 
Professor Dicey, 

was primarily neither a Utilitarian moralist nor a philanthropist; 
he was a legal philospher and a reformer of the law. The object 
of his lifelong labours was to remodel the law of England in accord- 
ance wiA Utilitarian principles. These labours were crowned by 
extraordinary success, thou^ the success was most manifest after 
the end of his life — ^in 1832. He was in very truth the first and 
greatest of legal philosophers.^ 

His “ principle of utility ” dominated English legislation 
for half a century. He and James Mill applied this prin- 

' Lmn md Oftnien in England, pp. 126-133. 



JOHN STUART MILL 

ciple to ethics, economics, and politics. They assumed that 
men desired pleasure only, and asserted that those actions 
were right which brought pleasure or happiness, and 
those wrong which brought pain. They overrated self- 
interest and reason, they underrated the emotional and 
aesthetic side of life. They were very clear, definite, and 
powerful thinkers, but they took a narrow and limited view 
of human nature, and overlooked the complexity of life. 
They recognised but one motive, self-interest, and con- 
sidered that each man was the best judge of his own interest. 
Hence Governmental interference should be reduced to 
the minimum, and legislation should aim at the removal of 
all those restrictions on the free action of individuals which 
are not necessary for securing the like freedom of others. 
They contended that mind was merely a bundle of sensa- 
tions, and character the result of circumstances. Hence 
they expected too much of education. In politics they had 
an almost unbounded confidence in the efficacy of two 
things — ^representative government and complete free- 
dom of discussion. “ So complete,” says J. S. Mill in his 
Autobiography^ 

was my lather's reliance on the influence of reason over the 
minds of mankind, that he felt as if all would be gained if the 
whole population were taught to read, if all sorts of opinions were 
allowed to be addressed to them by word and in writing, and ifj 
by means of the suffrage, they could nominate a legislature to give 
effect to the opinions they adopted. 

Mill and Bentham entered into a compact to educate the 
infant John to be the apostle of their own teaching. It 
was the most astounding education on record. James Mill 
was a hard, austere, and imperious character, “ with the 
temperament of the Scotch Covenanter of the seventeenth 
century, inspired with the philosophy of eighteenth-cen- 
tury France.” ^ He set himself, with maximum labour 
but minimum patience (“ He was one of the most im- 
patient of men,” says John), to save twenty-five years in 
John’s education. He succeeded, but it was a dreadful 

1 Lord Morley, MiseeUemes, vol. ii^ p« 
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experiment. John must have begun to read at two years of 
age. Greek was begun at three, and by the time he was 
eight he had read many Greek authors, including six of 
Plato’s dialogues — ^which he could not possibly have under- 
stood. He pathetically remarks, “ My father demanded of 
me not only the utmost that 1 could do, but much that 
I could by no possibility have done.” Along with Greek 
he took arithmetic and history in an astonishing range 
(including Hume, Gibbon, Robertson, and Burnet), which 
he recounted to his father on their daily walks. At eight 
he began Latin, which he taught to the younger children. 
From eight to twelve, in addition to the classics, he took 
mathematics to the differential calculus, English literature, 
and chemistry. At twelve he attacked moral science, with 
logic and political economy. He had no holidays, no 
games, knew no other boys, and doubtless became a con- 
ceited prig. He later said to Miss Fox, “ I never was a 
boy, never played cricket. It is better to let Nature have 
her way.” Francis Place '^sited the family and said, 
“ John is a prodigy, but I am afraid he will grow up morose 
and selfish.” He did not do so, but it is a miracle that he 
escaped. The wonder is that he did not break under the 
strmn of over-developed intellect, starved emotions, and 
repressed instincts. The strength and nobility of his char- 
acter pulled him through. At fourteen his formal educa- 
tion was complete. It was not mere cram. He was taught 
to think, to analyse, to criticise. “ My father,” he says, 
“was often, and much beyond reason, provoked by my 
failures in cases where success could not have been expected, 
but in the main his method was right, and it succeeded.” ^ 
“ A pupil from whom nothing is demanded which he 
cannot do never does all he can.” * In 1 820 (when he was 
fourteen) he went to the South of France for a year on a 
visit to Sir Samuel Bentham, brother of Jeremy Bentham. 
There he studied French literature, enjoyed social life, 
enthusiastically cultivated botany, and was deeply im- 
pressed by the beauties of nature and the magnificent 
scenery of the Pyrenees. His education has been irreve- 

» Autehiegrap^, p. 17. * Ibid^ p. 19. 
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rently described in some verses by my undergraduate son 
and daughter, which I venture to quote : 

' O woes innumerable that spring from over-education: 

Of this my subject would appear the aptest illustration. 

Son of a most ii^uman Pa, he started Greek at three ; 

At eight he turned to Latin, which he taught the family. 

And occupied his leisure by reading Gibbon’s Rme, 

On which his fether questioned him, while wandering round 
their home. 

His Either was agnostic, the son, of course, the same. 

So Logic was the goddess, and Psychology the flame. 

Political Economy at thirteen was begun. 

About which time the father gave a free hand to the son. 

Who forthwith took a holiday in France’s sunny parts. 

Where he broadened his horizon with Botany and Arts. 

On his return he resumed his studies. He read psy- 
chology and philosophy by himself and Roman law with 
John Austin — ^an ardent Benthamite. He had imbibed 
Bentham’s principles from his father, Dumont, and from 
Bentham himself, and he now found the “principle of 
utility ” the keystone of his beliefs. “ I now had a creed, 
a doctrine, a philosophy, a religion, the inculcation and 
diffusion of which would be made the principal outward 
purpose of my life.” ^ At sixteen he began to write for 
the Press, and to form friendships. He already knew 
Bentham, Ricardo, and Hume, his father’s friends. He 
became intimate with George Grote, John and Charles 
Austin, through whom he met Macaulay, Hyde, and 
Charles Villiers, and other Cambridge men. In 1822 
Mill visited Charles Austin at Cambridge, and had ^reat 
discussions with the Macaulay group of friends. A Trinity 
don pressed him to join the college, but James Mill would 
not hear of it. He did, however, attend Austin’s lectures 
on jurisprudence at University College in 1828-29. 
There are some interesting comparisons between him 
and Macaulay. Mill was six years younger. Both had 
strict fathers of narrow creeds— Zacha^ Macaulay, the 
Evangelical philanthropist, and James Mill, the Rationalist 

1 Auiobttigrt^Ay, p. 38. 
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philosopher. Both were precocious; Macaulay was a 
voracious reader from three years of age, and never forgot 
anything he read. Both revolted from their inherited 
creeds. Macaulay attacked Utilitarianism, but was really a 
Benthamite Whig and never changed. Mill was a militant 
Utilitarian, but became more and more critical of it. 
Both were in Parliament for a time, but both preferred 
literature. Mill became the most popular philosopher and 
Macaulay the most popular historian of their time. 

Mill formed a small society of young Benthamites in 
1822, to which he gave the name of the Utilitarian Society, 
and so the name passed into the language. Among others, 
W. E. Tooke, William Ellis, and J. A. Roebuck were 
members of this society. It only lasted till 1826. 

James Mill was an official of the East India Company, 
and John was appointed to a clerkship in the Company's 
house in 1823 at seventeen. He remained there, rising 
to the head of the office, till the Company was dissolved 
in 1858, when he retired with a pension. His enormous 
literary output was written in the leisure from his official 
duties, and it indicates his incessant industry and mental 
vigour. 

In 1824 Bentham started the Westminster Review^ and 
the youthful John became its most frequent contributor 
from 1824 to 1828 — no mean achievement for a youth of 
eighteen to twenty-two. When he was nineteen he under- 
took to edit Bentham’s Rationale of Evidence^ and saw it, 
in five large volumes, through the press. This was done 
in one )rear, in addition to his official work at India House, 
his writing for the Review^ his leadership of the Utilitarian 
Society, and his founding of the Speculative Debating 
Society, where he began public speaking. On the top of 
this he was learning German 1 It was no wonder that he 
broke down and had a severe depression in 1826. He calls 
it “ a crisis in my mental history.” “ It occurred to me,” 
he says, 

to put the question to myself; Suppose that all your objects in life 
were realised; that all the changes in institutions and opinions 
which you are looking forward to would be completely e£Fected at 
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this verjr ins^tj would this be a great joy and happiness to you? 
An irr^ressible self-consdousness answered. No I The end had 
ceased to charm. I seemed to have nothing left to live for.i 

The education system of his father seemed to be a 
failure. Nature was taking her penalty for over-activity in 
depression and inertia. In this state he read Wordsworth, 
and felt his healing touch. He began to feel as well as to 
think. Beauty in nature, art, poet^, and music, hitherto 
neglected,^ made their appeal to his repressed emotional 
life. His inherited creed mat pleasure is the only desirable 
thing and the only test of right conduct had broken 
down, and he realised that happiness was to be found only 
indirectly. 

Those only are happy who have their minds fixed on some 
object other than their own happiness ; on the happiness of others, 
on the improvement of mankind, followed not as a means, but as 
itself an ideal end. Aiming thus at something else, they find 
happiness by the way.‘ 

This paradox of pleasure ” was sound ethics, but cer- 
tainly not Benthamite Utilitarianism. ** It is, in fact,” as 
R. H. Hutton remarked, 

a paradox which should surest to Utilitarians the deepest 
suspicion of the truth of the fundamental idea of their philosophy. 
Tlut the true end of life should be always in the posidon of the 
old gentleman’s macaroons, which he hid amongst his papers and 
books, because he said he enjoyed them so mu^ more when he 
came upon them unawares, is surely a very odd compliment to 
the true end of life.^ 

As Carlyle put it to Miss Fox, 

Ah, poor fellow ! He has had to get himself out of Benthamism, 
and all the emotions and sufferings he has endured have helped him 
to thoughts that never entered Bentham’s head.^ 

This crisis left Mill’s health permanently impaired. Ten 
years later he was seized with an ” obstinate derangement 
of the brain.” One symptom was a ” ceaseless spasmodic 

^ p. 8z. 

* Cmtemforary TJiougit tmd Tiiniers, vol. i, p. 185. 

* Journalt rf Caroline Fox, vol. i, p. Z09. 
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twitching over one eye,” which never left him. An illness 
in 1854 caused the “partial destruction of one lung.” 
In spite of these illnesses he continued his incessant work, 
and issued volume after volume. He formed new friend- 
ships with men of very different views from his own — 
idealists like John Sterling and F. D. Maurice ; disciples 
of Coleridge. He read Coleridge and Goethe. Colendge 
made a great impression on him, and in a later essay he said 
that Bentham and Coleridge were the two great seminal 
minds of the age. He thoujght that he reconciled the new 
truth to the old, but this he railed to do. 

If I am asked what system of political philosophy I substituted 
for that which I had abandoned I answer no system- — only a con- 
viction that the true 8}^tem was something much more complex 
than I had previously had any idea of.^ 

There he witnessed against himself. He could not 
make a new system, and could not definitely renounce the 
old. He was not a creative thinker. In a letter to Carlyle 
he admitted, “ I am fitted to be a logical expounder rather 
than an artist. Poetry is higher than logic, and the union 
of the two is philosophy.” About the same time he read 
Comte and the works of the Saint-Simonian school of 
writers, and got from them his first reaction from classical 
political economy in the direction of socialism. The 
friendship with Carlyle began in 1831. Their letters were 
frequent and cordial for ten years, and then languished. 
The last was in 1869. Carlyle began by saying, “ Here is 
a new mystic,” but soon discovered his mistake. In 1834 
he said to Mill, “ You are yet consciously nothing of a 
mystic. Your mysticism (for there is enough of it in you) 
you have to translate into logic before you give it place.” * 
One well-known incident in their friendship was the 
accidental burning of the manuscript of the first volume of 
Carlyle’s French Revolution by Mill’s servant. It had been 
lent to Mill, who was greatly distressed by its loss. He 
ofirered Carlyle ,£200 for the loss of time, but could not 
persuade him to take more than jfioo. Both men came 

1 Autohit^pfy, p, 92. * Letters to Mill, p. 94. 
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out of the ordeal well. Carlyle’s letter to Mill is noble and 
unselfish. Mill greatly helped Carlyle with books and 
material for the history, and gave it an enthusiastic welcome 
in the London Review. In fact, it was Mill who suggested 
to Carlyle that he should write a history of the French 
Revolution. The last essay Mill wrote for the Westminster 
Review in 1828 was a review of Sir Walter Scott’s lAJe of 
Napoleon. He read so much in preparing the essay that 
he intended to write a history of the French Revolution, 
and collected much material for it. A few years later he 
abandoned the idea, and proposed that Carlyle should do 
it, handing over to him his collection of books and papers. 

His greatest friendship of all was with Mrs Taylor. 
They met in 1830, when he was twenty-four and she 
twenty-two. After a close and intimate friendship for 
twenty years, which he calls “ the chief blessing of my exist- 
ence, as well as the source of a great part of all 1 have 
attempted to do for human improvement,” she became his 
wife in 1851, Mr Taylor having died in 1849. ^ 

platonic and intellectual friendship. He describes it as 
” one of strong affection and confidential intimacy only.” 
He adds: 

For though we did not consider the ordinances of society 
binding on a subject so entirely personal, we did feel bound that 
our conduct should be such as in no degree to bring discredit on 
her husband, nor therefore on herself.^ 

Mr Taylor was an admirable husband, but not a worthy 
intellectual companion for her, and he accepted the situa- 
tion. Mrs Taylor and John Mill dined together twice a 
week, when the husband considerately dined elsewhere. 
This unconventional arrangement offended Mill’s family 
and friends, and led to an estrangement from them when 
he married. He retired from the social world altogether 
for some years. He thought that “ men of mental superi- 
ority are almost without exception greatly deteriorated by 
society.” During this period of seclusion he wrote his 
chief books. 
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Mrs Taylor evidendy “was a remarkable woman. She 
touched the emotional depths of Mill’s nature, as yet 
unplumbed, and provided the sympathy he needed. Mill’s 
exaggerated tributes to her can only be regarded as his 
cry of anguish after her death in 1858. Her judgment, 
he declares, was “ next to infallible,” her qualities included 
Carlyle’s and his own and “infinitely more.” “The 
highest poetry, philosophy, oratory, and art seemed trivial 
by the side of her.” The dedication of his essay 0 » IJherty 
is well known. “ Only John Mill’s reputation,” says Grote, 
“ could survive such displays.” George Mill, a younger 
brother, probably told the truth. “ She was a clever and 
remarkable woman, but nothing like what John took her 
to be.” Carlyle told Morley, “ She was a woman of unwise 
intellect, always asking questions about all sorts of puzzles 
— why, how, what for, what makes the exact difference — 
and Mill was good at answers.” ^ Her influence on Mill’s 
work appears to have been smaller than he thought. She 
humanised his Political Economy^ and suggested the chapter 
on “ The Probable Futurity of the Labouring Classes.” 
She helped him in writing On Liberty, published in 1859, 
the year after her death, and she certainly inspired the later 
book on The Subjection oj Women. A recent Swedish 
critic thinks that Mill was a romantic and mystic at heart, 
and that Mrs Taylor’s influence kept him a radical 
rationalist.^ This is not the general view, and the evidence 
is rather against it. 


Ill 

Mill slowly recovered from his depression. He began 
to write again for newspapers and reviews, and in 1830 
began to write on politics, logic, and political economy. He 
remarks that his writings from 183a to 1834 would fill a 
large volume. In politics he was associated with his father 
and others in a group of Benthamite Radicals who became 
known as the “Philosophical Radicals.” They inherited 

^ Kfro/Zrrf/mj, vol. i| p, 63. 

* K. Hagberg, PerscnaHUes and Power, p. 196. 
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the ideas and activities of the Radicals, Jeremy Bentham, 
Joseph Hume, and Francis Place— -the men who worked 
for the reped of the Combination Acts in 1824, and were 
associated with the Westminster Review (1824-28). In the 
first Reformed Parliament of 1832 they formed a small 
party consisting of George Grote, J. A. Roebuck^ Charles 
Buller, Sir William Molesworth, Hobhouse, Burdett, and 
others. J. S. Mill was their representative in the Press. 
Sir William Molesworth started the London Review in 
1835, and owned it till 1837, when John Mill took it over 
till 1840. After the death of James Mill in 1836 the 
leadership fell to John Mill, but they had no leader in 
Parliament. Grote would not lead. Francis Place said 
that there was not a man in the Radical Party with the 
exception of Mrs Grote. Mill had hopes of Lord Durham, 
but he died in 1840. Molesworth and Buller also died 
young. The group exercised an influence in the 1832 
Parliament out of all proportion to its numbers. They 
were convinced Utilitarians, setting the general happiness 
— “ the greatest happiness of the greatest number ” — as 
the true end of legislation, believing intensely in liberty 
and individualism, and appealing entirely to reason. They 
stirred up the Whigs to undertake the removal of abuses 
and the abolition of restrictions. It was they who inspired 
electoral reform (1832), the first State grant for education 
(1833), Poor Law (1834), and the Municipal 

Corporations Act (1835). They co-operated with the 
Evangelicals in the abolition of slavery in 1833, because 
they loved freedom, but opposed the Factory Act of 1833, 
because they believed in laissez-faire. They were doomed, 
however, to extinction. They declined in 1837, and as a 
group disappeared in 1841. They were too academic 
and theoretical, a London group of intellectuals with no 
backing in the country. 'Die new Poor Law of 1834, 
inspired by their principles, was unpopular with the work- 
ing classes, who turned to Chartism. Cobden and Bright 
captured the middle classes for the anti-Corn Law move- 
ment. The Manchester School (who were business men, 
not philosophers) carried on the Bentham tradition. The 
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Philosophical Radicals dissolved as a party, but they deeply 
influenced public opinion, inspired the Liberal Party, and 
moulded legislation in favour of liberty and laissexrfaire 
for fifty years. Professor Dicey shows this clearly in his 
Law and Public Opinion in England during the Nineteenth 
Century. He considers that Benthamite Individualism was 
dominant from 1832 until the rise of Collectivism in the 
last quarter of the nineteenth century. 

Qne of the greatest things the Philosophical Radicals 
did >s(!as in the sphere of Colonial reform. They were 
virtually the authors of the new policy of self-government 
which saved the Empire. Lord Durham, Charles Buller, 
and Sir William Moiesworth in Parliament, E. G. Wake- 
field and J. S. Mill outside, all laboured earnestly for the 
new policy, and they succeeded. Durham’s report on 
Canada, written mainly by Buller and Wakefield, who had 
been to Canada with him, was warmly supported by Mill 
in the London Review^ and this prompt action contributed 
materially to its success. 


IV 

From 1 840 to the death of his wife Mill was writinp^ his 
principal books. He became well known as a political 
philosopher, and in 1865 was invited to stand as Radical 
candidate for Westminster. He agreed on certain terms. 
He would find no money, would not canvass, would attend 
no meetings except in the week before the election. Would 
that we had a few Mills in these daysl He was elected, 
and was in the House for three years— during the passing 
of the Reform Bill of 1867. In the debates on this Bill 
Mill advocated two of his pet doctrines— votes for women 
and the representation of minorities, on the lines of Mr 
Hare’s plan (substantially the ’Proportional Represen- 
tation ’ of to-day). His speeches carried no great weight, 
he was no orator or phrase-maker, though he dubbed Ae 
Conservatives the “ stupid party.” He explained that he 
did not mean that Conservatives are generally stupid, but 
that stupid people are generally Conservatives. He was 
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not at home in Parliament, but he impressed the House 
by his character and high-mindedness and independence. 
Gladstone called him the saint of rationalism.” Disraeli 
characteristically referred to him as the ** political finishing 
governess.” Bright disliked his opposition to vote by 
ballot, and said, “ The worst of great thinkers is that they 
so often think wrong.” He was defeated in 1868, and 
retired to his books and his garden at Avignon, where he 
died in 1873. 


V 

His first important book was the System of Lo^c, pub- 
lished in 1843. ^ empirical view of logic as the 

science of proof, based on his father’s psychology. He re- 
states and improves the old logic of deduction, and combines 
vdth it a new constructive logic of induction. This is Ae 
most valuable part of the book, but it is not unified with 
the earlier part, and it is inconsistent with the sensationalist 
and associationist psychology on which it rests. He in- 
herited from his father and the English school of philo- 
sophers — ^Locke, Hume, and Hartley — ^the strictly empirical 
view of knowledge. It is entirely derived from experience : 
the sensations of the individual and their association together 
in the experience of the individual. ‘ Individuals ’ and 
* things ’ are isolated units. Hence Mill’s logic tends to 
be merely psychological and not philosophical in the strict 
sense. He never grapples with the central problems of 
reality and truth. He remained much more faithful to his 
inherited creed in psychology and logic than in ethics and 
politics, but he makes admissions in the Lo^c and in a 
later work, the Examination of Sir William^ Hamilton's Philo- 
sophy (1865), that are inconsistent with his empirical 
psychology. He came to recognise the synthesising 
activity of the conscious self; a mere series of sensations 
could not be “ conscious of itself as a series.” Human 
beings “ look before and after, and pine for whatsis not. 
He admitted the reality of an external world, a “ perma- 
nent possibility of sensation.” He saw the importance of 
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voluntary choice as a factor in the formation of character, 
but he never fully realised the effect of these admissions. 
As some one has aptly said, “ He opened a trapdoor in the 
middle of his psychology.” He never reached the freedom 
of the conscious self, though he was a great champion of 
liberty. The problem of free will and determinism wdghed 
on him like an incubus. He wished to believe in freedom, 
but could not. 

I often said to myself, what a relief it would be if I could dis- 
believe the doctrine of the formation of character by drcum- 
stances. 1 said that it would be a blessing if the doctrine of 
necessity could be believed by all in re^rd to the character of 
others, and disbelieved in regara to their own.^ 

His view of inductive logic is that it investigates the 
methods of the discovery and proof of new knowledge in 
the field of natural science, and he extends this to the mental 
and moral sciences. It is really a study in scientific methods, 
and as such it is spoilt by^ being pre-evolutionary. The new 
ideas of or^nic evolution came later-after 1859 — and 
Mill never incorporated the new knowledge, as Spencer 
and others did. The Lane had great merits, and had a 
great influence. George Grote said it was the “ best book 
in his library." Mill had a singularly lucid style, a great 
gift for clear arrangement, convincing eiqiosition, and apt 
niustration. His style was sometimes clearer than his 
thought, but he had the rare quality of making philo- 
sophical subjects— usually written in technical jargon — 
intelligible and interesting to the general reader. These 
qualities were even more evident and popular in his next 
book, Prina^les of Political Economy (1848). It was the 
final expression of the old classical economics derived from 
Adam Smith, Malthus, and Ricardo, but it was also the 
beginning of a new treatment of what had been called the 
dismal science.” It enlarged the scope of the subject, 
and made it more concrete, human, and practical. Mill 
was influenced by Comte to regard economics as part of a 
larger science of sociology, and therefore hypotheti^ in its 

» P- 97* 
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results, but rightly difFered from Comte in considering 
economics a science in itself, capable of separate exposition. 
“ No writer before Mill,” says Bagehot, 

had ever surveyed the subject as a whole with anything like 
equal ability; no one had shown with the same fulness the relation 
which the different parts of the science bore to each other; still 
less had^ anyone so well expUuned the relation of this science to 
other sciences and to knowledge in general.^ 

He dealt with its social applications more and more 
in successive and revised editions. In these he showed 
increasing sympathy with the working classes, and moved 
further and further from his original individualism. In 
this he was influenced by Owen, the Saint-Simonians, and 
Louis Blanc. As Leslie Stephen says, “ He had come to 
sympathise with the aims of the Owenites, but not with their 
theories.*’ Like Professor Marshall, he “ sympathised 
with socialism in every way except intellectually.” ® It is 
difficult to say what his attitude to socialism was. He was 
brought up in the strictest school of individualism, but 
calls himself a socialist in his Autobiography^ and his wife’s 
influence evidently tended in this direction. 

Our idea of ultimate improvement went &.r beyond democracy, 
and would class us decidedly under the general designation of 
Socialists. . . . The social problem of the future we considered 
to be, how to unite the greatest individual liberty of action, with a 
common ownership in the raw material of the globe, and an 
equal participation of all in the benefits of combined labour. . . . 
We saw clearly that to render any such social transformation either 
possible or desirable an equivalent change of character must take 
place both in the uncultivated herd who now compose the labour- 
ing masses and in the immense majority of their employers.* 

He knew nothing of modern State socialism or the 
doctrines of Marx, and would probably have disapproved 
of them. The socialism he approved was an ultimate ideal 
to be attained by voluntary co-operation, aided by State 

^ Economic ^iudics^ p. 279. 

* EngUsh UtiUtarians^ vol. iii> p. 159. 

* J. M. Keynesj Memorials of A. Marshall, p. 50. 

^ Autobiography, p. 133. 
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action, universal mental and moral education, and pru- 
dential restriction of the population. The productive co- 
operation from which he expected too much has been a 
failure, while distributive co-operation has been a success. 
He firmly believed in competition. “ I utterly dissent 
from the socialist declamations against competition. They 
forget that wherever competition is not, monopoly is.”^ 
He also distrusted State interference. “ Letting alone in 
short should be the general practice; every departure from 
it, unless required by some great good, is a certain evil.” ‘ 
To this general rule he made an increasing number of 
exceptions. His individualism was deep-rooted, and all 
the concessions he made seem to be based on private pro- 
perty and capital, contract and competition. His treatment 
of international trade is exceptionally good, and still remains 
a classical exposition. His theory of value was defective, 
though he thought it final. Later writers, especially Mar- 
shall, have made it more scientific, especially by the addition 
of the marginal theory. His economic theory was domi- 
nated by Ricardo’s law of diminishing returns, which he 
calls ” the most important proposition in political economy,” 
and Malthus* theory of population; the “ niggardliness of 
nature ” and the multiplication of man were the two great 
twin foes of economic progress. Yet he had optimistic 
visions of the future and destiny of man, and an unlimited 
belief in the effects of education. This optimism rests, as 
Professor MacCunn points out, ” not on faith in God or 
institutions, but on faith in man ; yet no optimist has ever 
avowed so low an estimate of men as Mill.” ® When he 
stood for Parliament he was asked if he had written that ” of 
the few points on which the English as a people are entitled 
to the moral pre-eminence with which they are accustomed 
to compliment themselves, the one of greatest importance is 
that the higher classes do not lie, and the lower, though 
mostly habitual liars, are ashamed of lying,” he replied, 
” I did,” and his courage in makin g the frank admission 
received tumults of applause. “ His whole essay on The 

PoUtical Economy, Book IV, chapter 7, § 7. 

• Ibid., Book V, chapter ii, § 7- * Six Radical TAiniers, p. 42. 
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Subjection of Women^* says Fitzjames Stephen, ** goes to 
prove that men have all the vices of a tyrant, and women all 
the vices of a slave.” ^ His vision of a future stationary 
state of society ” depends on a stationary population kept 
down by prudential restraint and emigration. These prob- 
lems are with us still. The population question is menacing 
us now, and diminishing returns, though scotched, is not 
dead, and will sooner or later confront us. Since Mill’s time 
we have made great progress in scientific and mechanical 
inventions, in control over nature, in material wealth, and 
in widespread education, but one feels that MiU would be 
disappointed with the results. 

His Utilitarianism (i 863) is one of the least convincing of 
his works. It was written as an exposition and defence of 
the pleasure philosophy applied to ethics, but he makes so 
many changes that there is little left of the original creed. 
We have already seen that he discovered that the direct 
pursuit of pleasure was futile, and that happiness was to be 
found onl^ by not seeking it. He sees that human nature 
is not entirely moved by self-interest, as Bentham and his 
father had taught, but is capable of self-sacrifice. 

Though it is only in a very imperfect state of the world’s 
arrangements that anyone can best serve the happiness of others 
by the absolute sacrifice of his own, yet so long as the world is 
in that imperfect state I fully acknowledge that the readiness to 
make such a sacrifice is the highest virtue that can be found in 
man.* 

He also undermined Utilitarianism by admitting that 
pleasures differ in quality as well as quantity. Some are 
better than others. This introduces another standard of 
what is good. The end is no longer a pleasure or set of 
pleasures, but a kind of person, a state of character. ^ “ It is 
better to be a Socrates dissatisfied than a fool satisfied.” 
Here is self-realisation of a personal moral ideal, something 
very like T. H. Green’s idealism. Liberty is essential for 
this self-development, and Mill’s book On Liberty (1859) 
is an eloquent and powerful plea fiar the liberty of the 

' lAber^t and Fraternity^ p. 244. • UtiUtarianum, p. 23. 
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individual. Mill thought it likely to survive longer than 
anything he had written. Morley thinks it worthy to stand 
with Milton’s Areopa^tica. He demands liberty of thought, 
of e^mression, and of action, not only against legislative 
interi^ence, but also against the pressure of public opinion 
and convention. His claim for tiberty of action is not so 
convincing as for opinion and expression. It-is based on an 
untenable distinction between self-regarding acts and acts 
that concern others. “ A man,” he says, ” should be free 
in .all acts that ‘ concern himself alone.’ ’ But are there any 
such? Very few indeed. There are regions of human 
exjperience which ought to be free. He pleads for the 
independence of the individual against the ” despotism of a 
collective mediocrity,” and who shall say it is not needed in 
our day? Reform and progress are usually initiated by the 
wise few — or one ; let us therefore have individual enter- 
prise and manifold diversity — an enriched and positive 
individualism. 

Mill’s later views on politics are expressed in the littie 
book Considerations on Representative Government (i86i). 
He was a democrat, but ^is book reveals his disappoint- 
ment, doubts, and difficulties about self-government. The 
paradox of his view was that the majority ought to rule, but 
the minority is probably right. The majority has power, 
the minority wisdom. The extension of the franchise tends 
to outstrip the extension of education, which is slow in its 
results. Hence the danger of the tyranny of the majority. 
He is now anxious to curb and check it. His optimism 
survives in the belief that voting is educative, but he would 
protect the educated minority by giving them plural votes, 
and by restricting voting power to those adults (men and 
women) who are taxpayers, and who can pass some educa- 
tional test — i.tf., who can read, write, and count. He still 
thinks democracy is the ideally best form of government, 
but admits that it is not suitable for all races and times. 
Three conditions should be fulfilled. The people should be 
(i) willing to accept it, (2) willing and able to maintain it, 
and (3) willing and able to do what it requires of them. 
U nless, however, minorities can be protected it is a bad form, 
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and may be the worst. Looking into the future, Mill saw 
that the majority may demand class legislation and even 
spoliation for their own apparent (though not their real) 
interest. The result would be poverty and chaos. His 
remedies were extra votes to the educated classes, open to 
all by voluntary examinations, and Hare’s scheme for re- 
presentation of minorities by a transferable vote — ^what we 
know to-day as Proportional Representation. Both these 
remedies seem inadequate. He was strongly opposed to 
payment of Members as “ the calling of die demagogue 
would be formally inaugurated,” but election expenses 
should be paid by the State. He disliked vote by ballot (on 
which he had changed his mind) as being no longer needed. 
He felt the value of publicity and the responsibility for 
conviction. He strongly advocated votes for women on the 
same terms as men. This was his strongest political con- 
viction. The proper business of the House of Commons is 
control, criticism, and discussion, not administration or 
legislation. These are for experts, the Cabinet and pro- 
fessional legal draughtsmen — ^he suggests the Law Lords 1 
Parliament cannot make good laws, but it can see that good 
laws are made. He considered Members of Parliament to 


be representatives, not delegates; and he disliked pledges of 
any kind. These are rather conservative views, and indi- 
cate the measure of his disappointed hopes. ” He was,” 
says Graham, “ too ardent a believer in progress. He 
looked for more than was possible, and expected it sooner 
than was possible. He wanted quick results.” ^ 


VI 

After his death the Autobiography appeared (1873) and 
the Three Essays on Reli^on (1874), and later his LetterSy 
edited by H. Elliot, in 1910. The Autobiography is a frank 
and illuminating record of the growth of his inind and 
the change in his opinions. It is the self-revelation of an 
anxious and over-serious mind eagerly searching for the 
truth. It was written mainly in 1861, and breaks off 

English Political Philoso^, p. 345. 
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abruptly. The Essays on Relipon astonished his disciples 
when they appeared a year after his death. He had 
abandoned his lifelong rationalism, and declared his belief 
in a modified theism — a God who was good, but not 
almighty. It was a Manichsean attitude, satisfactory neither 
to his friends nor to his opponents. The Autobiography and 
the Letters reveal a sensitive and complex mind, a modest 
and sincere personality, torn between loyalties — on the one 
hand to his father and Bentham, and on the other to new 
truth from many quarters. He was always trying to recon- 
cile conflicting views, to see the good in his opponent, to 
combine opposites in a higher syndesis, to admit light from 
every quarter. He shows always a love of knowledge, a 
search for truth, a willingness to learn, that are most 
admirable. They led him to inconsistencies, but these are 
more attractive than the narrowness and rigidity of his 
father and Bentham. He was inspired by a magnificent 
devotion to the welfare of humanity and the elevation of 
character. He was greater as a man than as a thinker. 
His character will live when his views are forgotten. Lord 
Morley’s tribute is a fitting one : 

Men will long feel the presence of his character about them, 
making them ashamed of what is indolent or selfish, and encour^- 
ing them to all disinterested labour, both in trying to do good and 
in trying to find out what the good is — ^which is ^rder.^ 

So Mill remains something of an enigma. He was an 
empirical philosopher who became almost an idealist, a 
Utilitarian who undermined the creed, a determinist who 
yearned to believe in the freedom of the will, a hedonist who 
taught self-sacrifice, an -individualist who became a kind of 
Soaalist, a democrat who distrusted democracy, a rationalist 
who embraced a limited theism. Yet in spite of these 
inconsistencies his abiding and fundamental message to his 
age was the value of freedom. He believed intensely and 
persistently in liberty, free competition, free trade, freedom 
of opinion, of speech, of writing, and of action. He wrestled 
with the problem of reconciling the freedom of the individual 

* Miseellanies, vol. ii, p. 250. 
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with the claims of necessary collective action, and we are 
wrestling with the problem still. His vindication of liberty 
was valuable in his own day, and it is even more necessary 
now, when the pendulum has swung so far in favour of the 
State. If, as the Italian philosopher, Croce, said recently, 
the chief meaning of history is the victory of freedom, then 
Mill is one of the heroes of the fight. He has gained a 
permanent place in political and social philosophy by his 
love of liberty and his supreme devotion to the welfare and 
happiness of mankind. 

Robert S. Dower 
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VII 


AUGUSTE COMTE AND THE POSITIVE 
PHILOSOPHERS 

T he reputation of Auguste Comte has taken a turn 
which would undoubtedly have surprised and dis- 
tressed him if he could have foreseen it. It is 
based not on his social and political ideas, but on his classi- 
fication of the sciences, on his so-called philosophy, on his 
development of the science of history. Yet Comte was the 
man who invented the term ‘ sociology,’ and his mirror 
alwap reflected to him the face of a social reformer. To 
consider him, for once, as primarily a teacher of social 
science is, therefore, to do no more than accept his own 
idea of his true character. Whatever importance has been 
ascribed to his contributions to knowledge, those contribu- 
tions were for him entirely subsidiary to another purpose. 
He had, indeed, no sympathy whatever with the disinterested 

f mrsuit of knowledge for its own sake. He valued know- 
edge solely for its possible application to practical life and 
to the service of humanity. In the great Western republic 
which he confidently expected to be established by the 
beginning of this century there were to be no such institu- 
tions as universities where specialists could pore over books 
or pursue pure research. He detested scholars who wanted 
to shut themselves away from the world of working men and 
women. In the place of universities he wished to build 
temples dedicated to the religion of humanity. In those 
temples he expected to be honoured and remembered not 
as a nuin of learning, but as the original high-priest of 
humanity. Comte was, in fact, a social reformer on a 
heroic scale. He made a stupendous attempt to provide 
mankind with a complete guide to conduct. That was the 
very essence of what he called religion, for he knew little 
or nothing of those irrational, timeless, absolute values 
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•which are for many people the real meaning of religion. 
Unlike Spinoza, he was not a God-intoxicated man. B'ut 
he was, as John Stuart Mill put it, a morality-intoxicated 
man. He yearned to make his fellow-creatures good and 
nsefal members of a great society of the Jiving, the dead, and 
the unborn. 

This intense and ever-increasing desire to improve file 
world was the guiding impulse of Comte’s laborious life. 
But in pursuit of his dominant purpose, the reorganisation 
of society on a scientific basis, he found himself obliged to 
give all the best years of his life to a vast, comprehensive, 
preliminary study. His philosophy and systematisation of 
the sciences, the establishment of the hierarchy leading up 
from mathematics, through astronomy, physics, chemistry, 
and biology, to sociology, and his remarkable survey of the 
social evolution of Western Europe, were for him no more 
than the necessary spadework for the foundations of the new 
social order. All this preliminary work is contained in the 
volumes of the Cours de fhilosophie positive^ admirably con- 
densed into English by Harriet Martineau. His later 
volumes — constituting the Systime de politique positive — are 
essentially a series of regulations for life in the ideal Positi- 
vist state and a sketch of the methods by which Positivism 
might peacefully supersede the political re^me of the day. 
Opinions have differed as to the relative value of the two 
very distinct parts of his work, but, broadly speaking, 
commentators have attended to the earlier work and 
neglected the later. Recently, however , there has been some 
evidence of a tendency to consider that there is, after all, 
a system in the Positive Polity consistently developed from 
the earlier writings, and some allowance has been made for 
the fact that the system was left incomplete, ^ Comte vras 
surprised by death at the age of fifty-nine, and his last words 
were, ** (Quelle perte irrepuTobleV^ He had confidently 
anticipated many more years of active work, and had com- 
mitted himself to dates for the publication of three 
volumes to round off his plans for the Positivist state. Two 
of these unwritten works were to deal with the moral basis 
of education, and one with industry. 
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He woiild certainly have seen in the premature end of his 
own life a typical example of the wasteful brevity of human 
existence. While he was ready to admit that the death of 
the individual, the continual replacement of the conserva' 
dve old by the more experimental young, is a necessary 
condition of that social progress in which he firmly believed, 
he thought the rate of replacement too rapid for true economy. 
Ninety-one years — ue., seven multiplied by thirteen — ^he 
considered to be the proper span of human life. “ No one,” 
he wrote while he was still a young man, 

has ever nobly devoted himself to the direct advancement of the 
human mind without bitterly feeling how time, employed to the 
utmost, failed him for the working out of more than an insignificant 
part of his conceptions. 

No one, we might add, devoted all the time he had more 
incessantly and doggedly to the education of mankind than 
Ai^ste G>mte. 

The social and political ideas of any thinking man — and 
even as a student Comte was nicknamed ” the thinker ” — 
are bound to show the influence of his place in time and 
space, and to reflect his acquaintance with persons and 
Dooks, as well as to express something of his innate dis- 
position. Comte was a Southern Frenchman, born in 
1798. He lived all his life in France and nearly all his 
adult life in Paris. Like other Frenchmen and Parisians, 
he took for granted that France was the most civilised 
03 untry in the world and Paris the natural centre of all 
intellectual life. The social and political conditions of 
France and Paris during the earlier part of the nineteenth 
century were distinctly kaleidoscopic. Comte passed his 
boyhood under the developing Napoleonic system. But 
the double influence of Royalist parents and Revolutionary 
schoolmasters preserved him from any hero-worship of the 
Emperor. As a boy of ten or eleven he was an open partisan 
of the Spaniards during the Peninsular War. When he 
went to uie Ecole Polytechnique in Paris at the age of six- 
teen, NaTOleon was insecurely tucked away on the island of 
Elba. Comte saw him once during the Hundred Days, 
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when he appeared before the Polytechnique students in the 
guise of saviour of the country and stirred them to enrol in 
his army for national defence. Comte too was enrolled, 
and took part in the defence of Paris against the allies. But 
this brier moment of faith in Napoleon soon gave place to 
his earlier prejudice against military tyranny. He always 
declared himself a republican, although the republic of his 
dreams was not very much like any republic which has yet 
been organised. He protested against the Bourbon restora- 
tion. He had no affection for the subsequent Orleans 
monarchy. He had more sympathy with the ideals of 
Napoleon III, because he saw in them a possible turn in the 
Positivist direction, but as time went on, and he became 
more and more absorbed in a philosophical contemplation 
of the past and a prophetic vision of the future, he had less 
and less attention to spare for the political events of the 
moment. Kings and Governments, any Governments in 
actual existence, were for him no more than makeshift 
necessities, machinery for carrying on administrative work 
until he should have opened up the path along which 
not only the French nation, but all Western Europe, and 
eventually all the nations of the world, would proceed in 
peace and safety to the earthly paradise of Positivism. 

G)mte's mind was, in fact, impervious to new ideas in 
his later life. As a working instnunent to chew the cud of 
a mass of material swallowed in large gulps in his youth it 
remained in excellent condition, excwt for the short period 
of insanity caused by his wife’s infidelities coupled with 
the strain of embarking on his first series of lectures. 
But it received no fresh nourishment. Indeed, Comte 
deliberately protected himself from contemporary ideas by 
what he described as his system of ** cerebral hygiene,” 
which meant a strict limitation of his reading to books 
which had no connection whatever with his work, and a 
refusal to read any newspaper. His behaviour when he was 
sentenced to three days’ imprisonment for refusing to serve 
in the National Guard of Louis Philippe was very character- 
istic. He marched off to prison armed with paper, pens, 
ink, sealing-wax, and books of poetry. He went on with 
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his usual work, and he gave his mind its usual recreation. 
He had formed all his fundamental conceptions by the time 
he was twenty-four. For the rest of his life he elaborated 
those conceptions. It is, therefore, useful to know what 
were the influences to which Comte was exposed when he 
was young, but not important to take mu(m into account 
what was happening to France and the world generally 
when he was older. It meant veiy little to him. The great 
emotional disturbance of his middle life — ^his encounter 
with Clotilde de Vaux — ^is, indeed, reflected in his work to 
an extent which amounts for some critics to a serious dis- 
tortion. But to fall in love is an accident which may happen 
under any s^tem of government. 

The earliest influences, the family influences, were 
Catholic and Royalist. His mother was a devout Catholic, 
and, although ^mte reacted against her teaching and 
declared himself an atheist at the age of fourteen, he was 
well prraared to understand and appreciate the institutions 
of the Catholic Church without any effort of adjustment. 
When he was nine he was sent to the lycie at Montpellier. 
There he drank up knowledge and revolutionary principles 
with eagerness, and displayed a precocious aptitude for 
mathematics. He had a passion for numbers, and the 
influence of certain sacred numbers, such as three, seven, 
thirteen, and their multiples, is only too evident in his work. 
Students of Positivism may, indeed, sometimes be tempted 
to imagine that the celebrated Law of the Three States 
really owes its genesis to Comte’s inner conviction that three 
was a perfect number, and that the states must accommodate 
themselves. And the nine sacraments to be administered 
at intemls of seven years to the male members of the 
Positivist state are only one example out of many of his 
belief in the magic properties of certain numbers. 

^ At the Ecole Fol^echnique, the schobl for higher educa- 
tion in science and technology, Comte worked hard and 
read^ tremendously. He studied biological science, ab- 
sorbing the evolutionary theories of Lamarck as well as the 
phrenological teachings of Gall. He was well acquainted 
with the works of Descartes and the mathematicians who 
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followed him. He read Condorcet, and took into his own 
mind the idea that generalisations from the past must supply 
data for prevision of the future in historical as well as in 
physical science. He was very much impressed by Montes- 
quieu’s brilliant exposition of the spirit of laws. He knew 
something of the work of the Scottish philosophers, and 
was struck by Hume’s comparison between the industrial 
civilisation of modern life and the military organisation of 
the ancient world. He read the Traditionalists, and gave 
sympathetic attention to the theocratic theory of the state. 
De Bonald and Joseph de Maistre taught him to respect the 
past. De Maistre, in particular, gave him his exaggerated 
estimate of mediaeval institutions and the mediaeval Church. 

During this period of intense intellectual ferment Comte 
was expelled from the Polytechnique for insubordination. 
It was like him to be insubordinate. He was a difScult 
young man, intractable, inordinately proud, impatient of all 
external discipline, obstinately set upon going his own way, 
and absolutely uncompromising. For most of the remainder 
of his life he struggled to earn enough to live on by giving 
private lessons in mathematics, varied by a short period 
as entrance examiner to the Polytechnique. Towards the 
end he was assisted by the voluntary subscriptions of his 
disciples. He never held any post at all adequate to his 
abilities, and, considering his gifts and his temperament, it 
is hardly surprising that he came to believe that he was sur- 
rounded by enemies who plotted to keep him out of high 
positions. Very possibly his suspicions were to a great 
extent justified. He would have been a difficult colleague. 

It was only a short time after his expulsion from the 
Polytechnique and while he was still open to^ impressions 
that Comte came into contact with the dominating influence 
of his intellectual life, the real source of Positivism. ^ This 
influence was the reformer Claude-Henri de Saint-Simon, 
who had settled down, after an adventurous life, to be the 
saviour of a people lost amid the ruins of the Revolution. 
Saint-Simon was fifty-seven ; Comte was nineteen. Saint- 
Simon was preaching the necessity for a reorganisation of 
society on an industrial basis under the control of scientific 
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law. The doctrine of equality and the rights of man was to 
make way for fraternity and mutual obligation. The cold- 
blooded teachings of the political economists were de- 
nounced. No society, said Saint-Simon, can progress if its 
economic or^nisation is not in harmony with good moral 
principles. Discord and hypocrisy are bound to prevail if 
brotherly love and unlimited private competition are har- 
nessed together between the snafts of the social omnibus. 
Comte, overcome by affection and admiration for Saint- 
Simon, vowed eternd friendship, and unhesitatingly placed 
his very considerable gifts and his educational training at 
the service of his new friend and master. Saint-Simon 
found him extremely useful. He engaged him as his 
secretary and later as a collaborator in his publications. 
The young disciple brought to their common work just 
the qualities lacking in the elder prophet — clarity, order, 
knowledge. Until then Comte’s studies had been kept in 
different compartments, science in one, history and politics 
in another. But Saint-Simon’s schemes linked science and 


politics together, and it was from Saint-Simon that Comte 
caught his faith in the sovereign virtue of what his master 
taught him to call Positive phimsophy, and in the necessity • 
of applying scientific methods to the study of mankind. 
He adopted, too, Saint-Simon’s view that some moral 
equivalent for the teaching of the Church must be provided 
for the people, and that this service might usefully be 
performed by scientists. 

Saint-Simon, once he was possessed by a new idea, burned 
to translate it into action. Having decided that industrial 
organisation ought to replace both feudal organisatbn and 
the succeeding revolutionary disorganisation, he wanted to 
industrialise society by a wave of his wand. Here Comte 
r^sed to follow him. He insisted that a general conver- 
sion must precede reorganisation. He toought, rather 
naively, that men would be convinced that their only path 
to socid salvation lay through science and industry, once he 
had clearly demonstrated the necessity of that doctrine. In 
later life he modified his demand for preliminary intellectual 
assent and admitted that a change of heart must generally 
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precede a change of mind. In Saint-Simon*s day he was 
still intent on victory by argument, and he urged the need 
for time — time to work out die scientific bases of the needed 
social reorganisation, and then more time to get them 
accepted. But Saint-Simon had no time to spare. He ran 
on while Comte sat down to work out his bases. He grafted 
socialism on to industrialism. He preached the romantic 
doctrine of the natural goodness of the human heart. He 
suggested that women should enjoy equal political rights 
with men. Comte, who still believed in capitalism, who 
distrusted the undisciplined impulses of the human heart 
and was more than doubtful about the propriety of women 
playing any part whatever in public life, was left a long way 
behind. 

He broke with Saint-Simon definitely in 1824, only a 
year before the death of that inspired publicist. It was 
inevitable that two such self-confident Messiahs should split 
apart sooner or later. Both had complete faith in themselves 
and in their schemes for the* salvation of the world, and 
both advanced personal claims of a sufficiently remarkable 
character. Saint-Simon declared himself to be a second 
Socrates and the appointed Vicar of God. Comte an- 
nounced that the scientific genius of Aristotle and the 
organising genius of St Paul were united in himself, and 
assigned himself a place equivalent to that of the Pope as 
supreme high-priest in the Positivist hierarchy. It is true 
that these announcements were made at a later stage in his 
career. In his twenties he was not consciously and com- 
pletely a Messiah, but he was quite consciously and increas- 
ingly aware of the outstanding merit of his contributions to 
Saint-Simon’s publications, and he wanted this merit recog- 
nised. In other words, he wanted, ve^ naturally, to sign 
his articles, and it was the fact of his having signed a brilliant 
essay — ^the Prospectus des travaux necessaires pour reorganiser 
la sodete — ^which precipitated the final crisis. Saint-Simon 
was jealously anxious to minimise the importance of his col- 
laborator’s work, Comte was mistakenly convinced that the 
ideas he was expounding were his own. During the remain- 
ing thirty years of his life he repudiated with increasing 
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vehemence any suggestion that he had learned something 
from Saint-Simon. But recent investigations, particularly 
the able -work of Professor Georges Dumas, make it clear 
that Saint-Simon was the real originator of Positivism. The 
disciple was, however, a greater man than his master. The 
philosophy of the sciences and the theory of society so 
remarkably developed by Comte would have been entirely 
beyond Saint-Simon’s capacity. 

The Prospectus^ written by Comte in 1822, is a plan for 
the reconstruction of society on a scientific basis, with the 
flim of establishing social solidarity. It contains the germ 
of most of the ideas developed in Comte’s later and larger 
works. He announces in this essay that the new order is to 
be founded on the rock of principles deduced neither from 
the imagined nature of God nor from the supposed necessity 
of abstract justice or liberty. These principles are to be (fis- 
covered by the methods of investigation and proof which 
have served to establish the laws of the natural sciences. 
The work of discovery has still to be done, for hithei^ 
reformers have merely destroyed the religious basis of unity 
and provided nothing more solid than the shifting sands of 
metaphysics in its place. The establishment of the laws of 
society must be entrusted to very difiPerent persons from the 

I jrevious reformers, to men of learning and vision, not to 
awyers or journalists and not to scientific specialists. _ His 
personal experience of savants had g^iven Comte a particular 
dislike for them, and he never loses an (mportunity of girding 
at “ the vicious intellectual habit ” of specialisation. The 
pioneers of sociology must be men of wide general culture 
coi^led with strictly scientific methods of work. 

Considering himself to be, at the moment, the only 
properly equipped pioneer in sight, Comte settled down to 
the task of discovering the laws of society single-handed. 
He began by the systematisation of the sciences which has 
made him famous. He passed on to a study of the natiure, 
the history, andthe social prospects of mankind. Reg^arding 
sociology as a science like the physical sciences, Comte pre- 
sumed that when the governing laws were once discovered 
the future of society would be perfectly predictable. He 
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started with the happy confidence that he would find the 
laws of society to be as rigid in their action and as measurable 
in their results as the law of gravitation, then regarded as 
the ultimate physical certainty, but as his investigations 
progressed he was driven to admit that social movements 
are a good deal more modifiable than the rate of acceleration 
of a falling stone. Under the influence of the analogy of 
physical science Comte divides the science of sociology into 
two parts — ** social statics,” dealing with the conditions of 
existence of societies, and ” social dynamics,” treating of the 
laws of the movement of societies. It is the second section 
of his study which really engrosses him, but before he yields 
completely to its fascination he gives a brief exposition of 
social statics. 

The elements of society are for Comte not individuals, 
but families of monogamously married men and women, 
with or without children. The ideal family, as envisaged in 
his later work, contains seven members — two parents, three 
children, and the parents of the husband. He entirely 
ignores other and less monogamous forms of union cus- 
tomary in other parts of the globe and at different epochs, as 
well as those advocated in France by the Saint-Simonians 
and Fourier. Comte's family is founded on Christian 
principles, and is, in its ideal state, subject to regulations 
even stricter than those of the Catholic Church, for Comte 
expects not only unbreakable union during life, but perpetual 
singleness after the death of the partner. 

Not less than a family is Comte’s unit, and certainly not 
more. He has no faith in any other type of communal life. 
** The common experience of human life,” he says, “ teaches 
us only too well that men must not live too familiarly together 
if they are to bear, in mutual peace, the infirmities of our 
nature.” Nothing like a monastery or convent can flourish 
in Comte’s world, and children never leave home for a 
boarding-school. Nor can men live alone. Human beings 
are sociable by nature, not, as Comte is careful to emphasise, 
by contract; and the family is the iproper expression of this 
innate social disposition. “ It is,’^ he says, ” and will ever 
be, the basis or the social spirit.” The family owes this 
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endviring quality to its blessed freedom from the intrusion 
of that false doctrine of equality which \rorks havoc in public 
life. Men and women are not, and for immutable biological 
reasons never can be, equal. It is the duty of the stronger, 
ruder, more intellectual man to support and protect the 
gentler and more childlike woman, who should oe debarred 
mm either earning or inheriting any wealth, her husband, 
father, son, or brother being bound to maintain her. 
Husbandless, fatherless, brotherless, and childless females 
are the proper charge of the State. In these views about 
women and their place, which is, of course, the home, Comte 
is in sharp opposition to the Saint-Simonians, and comes into 
conflict with his distinguished English admirer, John Stuart 
Mill. But he does not neglect the education and occupation 
of women. They are to be educated in the same way and 
up to the same level as their brothers, and are themselves 
to be the teachers of all children up to the age of fourteen. 
It is true that women are denied any direct voice in public 
affairs, but they share this disability with all the men of the 
working classes and all the members of the teaching profes- 
sion. Comte’s state is not in any sense a democracy. 

Having settled the family unit, Comte goes on to (in- 
sider socie^ as composed of families living in co-operation. 
Divbion of labour was already a familiar phrase, thanks to 
the early political economists, but Comte had no reject 
for their theories and detested the doctrine of laissezrfaire. 
Something more is needed, he insists, than multmlied pro- 
duction of material goods by division of labour. Diversities 
of gi^ must be^ used for the service of all, in more ways 
than is involved in manufactures and i^riculture, and this 
comprehensive co-operation must be directed and controlled. 
The rocial function of government is to direct co-operation 
and, in particular, to ensure that the varbus and divergent 
interests and occupations of the community shall not split 
society into antagonistic classes ready to destroy or to enslave 
each ofoer. How is this to be done, and who are to govern ? 
How is a sense of unity to be preserved in a world of 
diversity ? Comte concludes that it cannot be preserved on 
a material basis. Interests do conflict, and nothing will 
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harmonise them but the introduction of ideas of another 
order than the purely material. There must be a common 
belief, a common scale of values — ^in short, something like a 
common religion. Government, to be effective, must not 
confine itself to the protection of material interests. It must 
do more than secure the undisturbed possession of life and 
property to law-abiding citizens. It must see that sound 
doctrine is taught with an authority at least equal to that of 
the mediasval Church. What that doctrine should be is to 
be discovered by the study of social dynamics. 

Comte’s department of social dynamics includes a biologi- 
cal and an historical study of the social capacities of human 
beings. He fell foul of several critics in his own day and 
for some little time afterwards because he exhibited a hearty 
contempt for one method of studying mankind then in vogue 
and known as psychology. The psycholo^ of that age was 
the analysis of the ego by introspection. Comte distrusted 
the process. Not so, he says, will you ever learn to know 
yourself. He anticipates some of the teachings familiar 
enough to twentieth-century students by insisting that the 
practice of sittin|f down to contemplate the workings of 
one’s own mind is bound to lead its deluded devotees to 
suppose themselves to be far more thoughtful and reasonable 
animals than in fact they are. Man is not so much a reason- 
able being as a bundle of affections, passions, and desires. 
He only becomes to some slight extent reasonable because 
he learns to make use of his brain to gratify his instincts, 
and he usually finds this mental labour intensely disagree- 
able. Comte, who lived mainly by coaching students in 
mathematics, had been struck by the fact that most men will 
do anything rather than think. They enjoy being active, 
but action, to be enjoyable, must not be too monotonous 
and must not involve much brain-work. Socie^ must not, 
therefore, be organised on the assumption that its members 
are by nature intelligent and studious. 

Human behaviour, urges Comte, should be studied 
comparatively, the illumination shed by the behaviour of 
animals and the phenomenaof double consciousness, lunacy, 
and other diseases of the personality not being neglected. 
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Like a number of other educated and progressive persons of 
lus time, he extended an over-eager welcome to the theories 
of cerebral localisatbn put forward by the phrenologists, 
but he recognised their provisional nature and regarded 
phrenology chiefly as a step in the right, the Positive direc- 
tion, a step towards the explanation of mental processes 
by physiology. Physiology by itself, however, cannot be 
enough. There is very little difference, Comte points out, 
between the structure of the brain and body of a man living 
under primitive social conditions and that of a Frenchman 
of 1 840, not nearly enough difference to account for the later 
man’s different way of living. To know yourself, therefore, 
you must know not only comparative ph^iology, but social 
history. And so Comte passes to his great survey of social 
evolution. 

He achieves in this survey a mag n i fi cent piece of work. 
It is not wholly original. He takes his idea of progress, 
which is fundamental to the whole scheme, from Condorcet, 
his exalted vision of medise^^l Catholicism from de Maistre, 
his views on industrial organisation from Saint-Simon. 
But these elements are fused into a harmonious construction 
by the glow of genius. 

The vast panorama unrolled at this point is confined to 
the history or the white races and chiefly to Western Europe, 
a limitation which enables Comte to evade the difficulties of 
fitting Asiatic social experiments into his scheme -in con- 
formity with his Law of the Three States. The Three 
States are three periods, differentiated from each other by 
the nature of men’s bdiefs about the government of the 
world and their consequent organisation of society. First 
comes the thralogical period, subdivided, like so many of 
Comte’s headings, into three, the fetishistic, the polytheistic, 
and the monotheistic. The theological period is followed 
by the metaphysical, and this, in turn, gives place to Posi- 
tivism. This is not the place to dwell on the speculative 
ingenui^ and the historic^ ignorance of Comte’s account of 
the earlies^ fetishistic phase, or on the insight and justice of 
his appreciation of the polytheism of Egypt, Greece, and 
Rome. The fine flower of the theological period is the 
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monotheistic mediaeval Catholic Church, associated with 
feudalism. He ascribes all the good of this period to the 
actual organisation of the Church and the wisdom of its 
priests, and allows nothing whatever for the Christian 
doctrine on which that Church was founded. For Comte 
the Catholic Church is a fine institution unfortunately linked 
to an absurd theological fantasy which must shortly perish. 
It is the discipline and order of the mediaeval world that he 
admires and would repeat if he could in the Positivist state 
to be inaugurated. But between the theological state and 
the Positivist is another, the metaphysical and anarchical. 
Properly speaking, this is not so much a state in itself as the 
bre^down of the theological state, but Comte’s peace of 
mind requires three states, not two, and the Positive state 
must be the final one. In its earlier phase the metaphysical 
state appears as Protestantism, which means, for Comte, 
very little beyond the destruction of authority and the break- 
up of order and discipline by the poisonous corruption of 
thd pernicious doctrine of individual liberty of judgment. 
In its later phase the metaphysical period becomes the 
period of deists and Encyclopaedists, paving the way for 
the Revolution. But, indeed, as Mill puts it. 

Whatever goes by the different names of the revolutionary, the 
radical, the democratic, the liberal, the free-thinking, the sc^tical, 
or the negative and critical school or party in religion, politics, or 
philosophy, all passes with him under the designation of meta- 
physical, and whatever he has to say about it forms part of his 
description of the metaphysical school of social science. 

Since every historical fact is, for Comte, inevitable and neces- 
sary, the metaphysical state is admitted to have its proper 
place, but its imnction is essentially negative. Revolutions 
are its appropriate expression, and such ignoble creatures as 
lawyers and writers its worthy instruments. But once the 
field is cleared its function is fulfilled. The^way is prepared 
for the entry of Positivism, a state without kings tyrannising 
by divine right and without a people puffed up to consider 
their voice as the voice of God. 

Comte’s reading of social history is, of course, anything 
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but impartial. He starts with the hypothesis that all roads 
must lead to Positivism, and he assumes that he has proved 
the inevitability of the third state when he has done very 
little more than protest its necessity. We have to take his 
word for it that the Positivist state is not another Utopia, 
but the fixed and predestined future which must sooner or 
later be upon us. If we do take his word we must agree 
that we can do nothing to prevent its arrival, though we can 
hasten the day of its genem adoption, never losing sight of 
the fact that one of the distinguishing marks of the prelimi- 
nary social reorganisation will be the union of the progress 
acclaimed by the spokesmen of the metaphysical state with 
the order characteristic of the theological. The kingdom of 
Positivism is not for the violent to take by storm, but for 
the meek to institute by consent and co-operation. 

The end of the Positive Philosophy brings Comte and his 
readers within sight of the promised land, but still too far 
ofiF for the landscape to be very clearly visible. The next 

? iece of work to be undertaken was the System of Positive 
Wity, which measures out every inch of the new republic 
and gives explicit directions for the transformation, in 
France, of the Government of the Second Empire to the 
Government of the Positivist state. But between the issue 
of the last volume of the Positive Philosophy in 1 842 and the 
publication of the first volume of the Positive Polity in 1851 
Cbmte suffered an experience which profoundly afifected 
his conception of the good life and his plans for ensuring it. 
In particular, it afiFected his view of the place and importance 
of women under a Positivist regime^ giving them a greatly 
enhanced prestige. This change of heart was inspired by 
his passionate attachment to Clotilde de Vaux and his con- 
stant devotion to her memory. Clotilde de Vaux was a good 
and amiable young woman whose husband had abandoned 
France in a great hurry to escape conviction for the em- 
bezzlement of public funds. She was the sister of a student 
at the Polytechnique who had become a friend of Comte’s. 
Already fast in the grip of tuberculosis, Mme de Vaux was 
occupying her time with reading, with writing melancholy 
and not very extraordinary tales, and with the pious duties 
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of a good Catholic. Comte, seventeen years her senior, and 
himself separated from his wife for several years, fell in love 
with her at sight and completely. Clotilde was not attracted 
by him as a lover — she was, indeed, struggling with a hopeless 
passion for another man — but she was sorry for his loneliness, 
and very ready to be his friend and confidante, to listen with 
sympathy to his expositions of the Positive religion, and to 
serve as a focus for his adoration. Comte wrestled with his 
emotions, controlled his desires, and offered himself to 
Clotilde on whatever terms she liked to impose. His wor- 
ship of her person led, naturally, to excessive admiration of 
her mediocre literal^ gifts and to increased respect for the 
Catholic Church, which she did not abandon for Positivism. 
Clotilde died within a year of Comte’s first acquaintance 
with her, and for the rest of his life all his work was inspired 
Ijy and dedicated to her memory. He communed with her 
in long daily prayers, and wrote her long letters which he 
read aloud, each year, by her tomb. He appears, indeed, to 
have acquired the power of calling up her image before him 
by voluntarily induced hallucination, but he recognised 
these appearances for what they were, and did not take them 
as proofs of her continued existence in any world except that 
of his own mind. 

When Clotilde died Comte had been at work for some 
time on his scheme for the Positive Polity. But in the light of 
his amazing experience as her friend he tore up all that he 
had written and rewrote it with a new accent, subordinating 
intellect to afiection. The essence of the message he finally 
found himself driven to deliver, complicated as its expression 
may be, is the simple injunction to us to love one another. 
And since Clotilde had taught him to love he concludes 
that the supreme and all-important function of women in 
the state is to kindle and nourish the pure fiame of affection 
and sympadiy. Contact with Clotilde had not led him to 
imagine that women ought to play any part in public affairs. 
Clotilde de Vaux was not a claimant for women’s rights, 
though she did write a novel to show up some of the miseries 
entailed by lack of facilities for divorce in such cases as 
her own. Comte’s one desire was to shelter and protect 
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Clotilde, and it was as sheltered and protected goddesses of 
die home that he saw the women of me perfected state. 

As for the business of government, it seems to Comte 
obvious that it should be entrusted to esroerts, in much the 
same way as the business of building bridges or curing 
diseases. It is only the ignorant who suppose that they can 
build or heal without being truned for the job, and the 
better educated one is the more one respects vocational 
training and the less competent one thinks oneself even to 
select engineers and physicians without advice. To give 
political control to the masses by a system of universal 
suffrage is to encourage the false belief that any man can 
know, without taking the trouble to learn, how he ought to 
be governed and who his governors ought to be. A better 
educated public would spontaneously renounce so dangerous 
a practice. 

“ All that is wanted,” says Comte, “ is to reconcile once 
for all dictatorial government and liberty.” But who is to 
dictate.^ Comte replies that in the .sphere of industrial 
organisation the dictators must be the men most capable of 
applying general laws to special industrial conditions. But 
tnere must also be dictators in the sphere of morality, to 
ensure unity of interests by the common adoption of an 
altruistic standard. The good society must, merefore, be 
governed by two powers, corresponding to the temporal 
and the spiritual of an earlier age. Comte refuses to separate 
social from political questions. He is ready to hand over 
to the temporal dictators the management of all material 
interests. From this point of wew the state is to act as a 
general benevolent providence for its citizens. And as in 
3ie best period of toe theological state the material power 
was military and the moral power was the priesthood of the 
Catholic Chur^, so in the Fositivist state the material power 
will be industrial and the moral power scientific. The right 
people to govern are thus indicated as, on the material side, 
the industrial chiefs, and, on the moral side, men of wide 
scientific culture, who are called priests by Comte. The 
socid pyramid is constructed on a large solid base of ‘ pro- 
letariate.’ Above them come farmers, then manufacturers, 
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then merchants, and finally bankers. The temporal govern- 
ment of the state is to be carried on by a small committee 
of three bankers, representing respectively agriculture, in- 
dustry, and commerce. 

But the state of the future is not to be of anything like 
the same size as France. What Comte calls the “ factitious 
agglomerates ” of France, Germany, England, Italy, and 
Spain are to be divided into small territories, about the 
same size as Belgium, with populations of two or three 
millions. It will be comparatively easy for the Government 
to take care of the interests of all the citizens of so manage- 
able a state as this. “ The approaching separation of 
Ireland,” Comte writes in 1852, ‘‘ will naturally lead on to 
the rupture of the artificial bonds which now unite Scotland 
and even Wales with England proper.” A similar process 
of decomposition will take place in other overgrown states — 
we may imagine Comte pointing with satisfaction to Latvia, 
Estonia, and Lithuania. These small republics, living side 
by side in peace — ^for Comte believes that war is impossible 
to an industrially organised state— are peopled by two sharply 
divided classes, the rich and the poor, or, as he prefers to 
call them, the patricians and the proletariate. The main 
object of the Positivist scheme of government is to ensure 
that the proletarian masses shall live as a contented herd. 
In Comte’s view improvement in the conditions of life for 
the masses is far more important than any provision of what 
are called equal opportunities — chances for bright young 
men to climb over the heads of their fellows, leaving in their 
wake envy and jealousy. The provision of sufficiency and 
security for all is more urgent and necessary than the offPer 
of rewards to the gifted, who are already better off by those 
very gifts than their comrades. In the Positivist state each 
family will own a house or ffat with an adequate number of 
rooms (seven is the minimum), and each labourer will be 
paid wages divided into two unequal portions. One portion 
is fixed and is independent of the amount of work per- 
formed ; in times of unemployment it is still paid by the 
industry for which the labourer is trained. The other and 
larger portion is dependent on the work accomplished. But 
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Comte is always emphatic in pointing out that labour is in 
fact ^e free service owed by each individual to humanity, 
and that wages and salaries are merely the condition of the 
labourer’s existence and not the price of his labour. That 
labour is directed by a comparatively small body of capi- 
talists. It matters very little, says Comte, in whose hands 
capital accumulates so long as it is used for the benefit of 
the mass of the population. Its proper use depends more 
upon moral standards than upon political measures. 

The position of the masses is, clearly, that of entire 
dependence on a dominant capitalist class. In the Positivist 
state they will have no representation in the Government. 
They have the right to strike as trade unionists. The 
population as a whole has the right to revolt. But it is not 
expected that these rights will be freely or frequently 
invoked. What safeguards does Comte propose against 
the exploitation of the workers by greedy and powerful 
masters ? 

The power to which he chiefly trusts is educated public 
opinion. Each boy and girl in the state receives a good and 
comprehensive education. Up to the age of fi^urteen they 
are educated at home by their entirely competent mothers. 
For the next seven years they attend the lectures of the so- 
called priests, who expound the sciences and examine them 
at the conclusion of their courses. At the age of twenty- 
one each citizen will have been instructed in the arts, in 
languages and history, in philosophy and comparative 
religion, and in the fundamental sciences, ending with a 
year’s work in sociology. With this mental training behind 
them labouring men will be well qualified to discuss social 
and political questions in working men’s clubs, or in salons^ 
presided over by women, and they will be free to publish 
their views in any way th^ like. Comte imagines them 
placarding Ae walls rather than publishing articles in news- 
papers, which he Impes will disappear. This liberty of 
speech and publication is one check on the possible abuse 
of materi^ power. The other is the authority of the priest- 
hood. ^ Side by side with the temporal power in the small 
republics is the more universal power of a Church dedicated 
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to the service of humanity. The priests of this Church 
have their sacerdotal functions. They administer the nine 
sacraments, for instance. But their chief work is to teach 
and to advise. To ensure the purity and disinterestedness 
of their teaching and their advice priests are to be as strictly 
preserved as women from the contaminating influence of 
material possessions, beyond a modest salary supplied by 
the state. Any priest discovered to be adding to his income 
by writing popular articles, or by giving private lessons to 
rich pupils for a consideration, would run a serious risk of 
expulsion from oflice. Like the industrial world, the priest- 
hood is organised in a hierarchy, but this culminates not in 
a committee of three, but in a single figure, a supreme high- 
priest, enthroned, naturally, in Paris, and wearing the 
features of Auguste Comte. The priests are envisaged as 
acting as arbitrators in industrial disputes, and as public 
censors of conduct inimical to the interests of the people. 
They are also to continue the work on sociological laws 
initiated by Comte, in order that they may always be in a 
position to guide their fellow-citizens towards the future in 
peace and safety. The ultimate weapon of the priesthood 
is excommunication from human society, which is to be as 
effective as any mediaeval sentence in reducing its object to 
the condition of a social l^er. But the priests are not 
independent of the state. They are materially dependent 
on the capitalist Government, which can, if necessary, cut 
off supplies. It is part of Comte’s scheme to balance these 
powers against each other. He externalises in them the 
two principles which he finds in mankind, the active, 
grasping, egoistic, and the sympathetic, altruistic. Although 
he refuses to support the doctrine of the perfectibility of 
man, he sees social history as a record of advance towards 
altruism, and he considers it to be the duty of Ae Govern- 
ment to encourage a social, generous, expansive attitude 
towards life. He detests thrift and the savings-bank for 
the working classes. Although himself a water-drinker, he 
does not hesitate to proclaim that the wine-shop is a^ better 
place for one’s money than the savings-bank. Thrift is a 
virtue for the rich, but a vice for the poor. It encourages 
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an egoistic and narrow state of mind which is quite strong 
enough without any encouragement. It must, indeed, for 
the continuance of life, be stronger, have more intrinsic 
energy,” than the more civilised emotion, but altruism must 
be assisted by all possible means to hold its own. Comte 
has no idea of combining the two antagonistic sets of 
instincts in any kind of higher synthesis. His aim is to 
keep them in equilibrium, and the two hierarchies in the 
Positivist state, one representing industry and material 
interests, the other morality and unselfish ideals, reflect 
his view of the dual nature of man. This nature he sees 
externalised too, to some extent, in the two sexes, man 
representing the active, egoistic, material instincts, and 
woman the altruistic and spiritual. The morality of the state 
is in the hands of the priests and women, who are to the 
family what priests are to society as a whole, teachers and 
counsellors. 

In constructing his social system it was Comte’s belief 
that he was leaving to the world something more than “ a 
sterile collection of facts,” like other philosophers. He 
thought that he had laid down practical and sound regula- 
tions for the conduct of life, and a large portion of the 
Positive Polity is concerned with directions for an orderly 
passage from the governmental system of the day to Posi- 
tivism. But the inevitable question which every reader of 
the Positive Polity is bound to ask is whether Comte’s system 
obeys his own law that it must be adapted to the capacities 
of men and women to live by it. It is dictatorial enough, 
but where is the liberty he so rightly regarded as an equal 
necessity ? Life under the Positivist regime is likely to be 
organised for us as minutely as in a convent or a monastery. 
The size of families is prescribed, and so is the size and 
content of family libraries. The trade or profession of any 
man is determined in early life and can scarcely be changed 
later. Families are not free to move house or to change 
their tradesmen. Artists are bound to the service of the 
religion of humanity, and must use their gifts to adorn the 
ceremonies and the temples of that religion. The doctrine 
made very little appeal to the Romantics of the last century, 
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with their passion for individual liberty. Positivism did 
not conquer the world, or even the West. The gospel of 
order and altruism was knocked out for the time being by 
the Darwinian slogans, “ survival of the fittest ” and “ the 
struggle for existence,” popular expressions which gave a 
long period of expansion with prestige to those personal, 
egoistic impulses which Comte set out to control. His 
attempt to associate Positive sociology with a religion, 
accompanied by saints and sacraments and rites adopted 
and adapted from those of the Catholic Church, had very 
little success. For the Church, instead of sinking in 
honourable decrepitude to final dissolution and oblivion, 
as provided for in Comte’s scheme, has shown itself to be 
alive and vigorous and capable of carrying on a proselytising 
campaign of its own very much more efiPective than the 
missionary labours of the Positivists. 

Comte’s influence on scientists and on historians of all 
kinds has been incalculably great. Professor Robert Flint, 
writing in 1893, maintained that Comte’s mode of thought 
had been for half a century more powerful and prevalent 
than any other. His influence on social and political ideas 
has been comparatively slight. The tide of democracy was 
in flood and was not to be turned back by Comte. But 
times and ideas change. Town-planning is slowly invading 
the province of the individualist jerry-builder, ^uncils of 
Five are seriously proposed as necessary and practicable 
alternatives to Parliamentary government. Comte has 
been adopted in France as the prophet of the AcHonfratifaise 
group, who hope to abolish democracy and establish order. 
It is not likely that his practical schemes will ever be adopted 
whole, for, as Comte himself said, “ even the wildest 
dreamers reflect in their dreams the contemporary social 
state,” and he would be the first to admit that the social 
ideals of Positivism, like others, are relative and progressive. 
The state he envisaged was for realisation in 1850. Its 
regulations would need revision for 1932. But are we not 
approaching a Positive state when Mr Maynard Keynes 
urges us to entrust to science those things which are pro- 
perly the domain of science, and not to ‘‘ overestimate the 
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importance of the economic problem or to sacrifice to its 
supposed necessities other matters of greater and more 
permanent significance ” ? “ It should,” he says, “ be a 
matter for specialists, like dentistry.” If Comte could have 
brought himself to write as simply and easily as Mr Keynes 
is not that very much what he would have said ? 

Theodora Bosahquet 
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JOHN AUSTIN AND THE ANALYTICAL 
JURISTS 

T he fifty years of punctuated peace that followed 
the Napoleonic wars — ^the period that has been 
named “ the era of reaction and reconstruction ” — 
was divided into two unequal portions by the annus mirahiliSf 
1830. Up to that date reaction was dominant throughout 
Europe: after that date reform, revolution, and recon- 
struction became ascendant. The outstanding events that 
marked the turn of the tide were, first, the final expulsion 
from Paris of the Bourbon dynasty, which failed and fell 
because of the proved incapacity of its members either to 
learn anything or to forget anything ; secondly, the success- 
ful revolt of the Belgians against the Dutch ruler of the 
United Netherlands — a revolt that initiated the disintegra- 
tion of the treaty system elaborately constructed at Vienna 
in 1815 ; thirdly, ue death of the obstructive George IV, 
and the accession of his more mobile brother, William; 
and, finally, the resignation of the Wellington Ministry in 
November, followed by the return of the Whigs, under 
Grey and Russell, to ofiice and to power, after a long and 
weary period of exclusion. 

In respect of England the period of reaction may be said 
to have begun as far back in history as the accession of 
George III in 1760. For not only did George III himself 
— ^trained as he was by Bute in the principles of Boling- 
broke — ^make it his prime endeavour to drive out the Whigs, 
and to emancipate himself from the control of their Cabinet ; 
but Whigs and Tories alike were taught by such high 
authorities as the French Montesquieu, the Swiss de Lolme, 
and their own countryman Blackstone that the English 
constitution was, by reason of the division and balance of 
its powers, perfection, and that the cry for reform was but 
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the voice of ignorance or perversity. On the Continent, 
however, where despotism — occasionally benevolent, but 
more often the reverse — ^prevailed till 1789, reaction did 
not set in until, near the end of the century, the failure of 
the Revolution to fulfil its promises drove the disillusioned 
majority to turn its eyes and fix its hopes once more on 
the overturned thrones, the desecrated altars, the despoiled 
nobilities, and the disendowed priesthoods of the Ancien 
Regime. 

No three writers better represent the composite ^irit of 
the reaction than the French Chateaubriand, the German 
Hegel, and the English Coleridge. The first sought to 
stem the rising tide of secularism by re-erecting the 
demolished dam of mediaeval faith ; the second endeavoured 
to counter the encroaching anarchy by exalting the authority 
of the State; the third strove to provide an antidote to 
revolutionary novelty by reviving and re-int^reting all 
“ the old perfections of the earth.” In a striking manner, 
indeed, Coleridge resembled the Neo-Platonic philosophers 
of the days of dying Rome, the men who endeavoured to put 
the new wine of rationality into the old bottles of pagan 
superstition. 

Similarly, no three writers more adequately typify the 
varied aspects of the genius of reconstruction than do Owen, 
Mill, and Comte. The enthusiastic but unbalanced manu- 
facturer of New Lanark, who dreamed of building a new 
society on the four pillars of communism, co-operation, 
culture, and currency reform, stood for all that was most 
representative of the wild utopianism of the age. The 
Utilitarian servant of the East India Company, who em- 
ployed his ample leisure in demonstrating how a new world 
could be peacefully evolved out of the old by means of 
education, freedom, and democratic government, stood for 
all that was most representative of the mild meliorism of 
the age. The religious and philosophical Frenchman, who 
denounced and repudiated both theology and metaphysics, 
and yet fo un ded a school and initiated a cult, stood for all 
that was most representative of the agnostic materialism 
and positive science of the age. 
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For the age — ^roughly 1830-65 — was one in which 
profound and numerous changes were rapidly taking place. 
The Industrial Revolution was transforming the arts and 
crafts not only of England, but of all Continental countries, 
and of America; the vast economic upheaval that ensued 
was transmuting the face of socie^, giving rise to a new 
middle dass, converting also, as by the spell of an evil 
magician, the peasantry into a proletariat, and herding it 
into pestilentid urban slums. On the other hand, the 
spread of education and the consequent “ march of mind ** 
were generating a new speculation into the meaning of 
life. Biblical critidsm was shaking men’s faith in orthodox 
religion. The revelations of natural science — ^in particular 
geology and biology — were opening up new vistas of 
prob^ility to the imagination of thinkers. The dreams of 
political reformers and social revolutionaries were stimu> 
laling in the minds of the unhappy and oppressed prole- 
tariat visions of a radically regenerated earth. On the 
Continent men undisciplined in intellect and inexperienced 
in the conduct of affairs were carried away by the wild 
fantasies of Saint-Simon, Fourier, Proudhon, Cabet, 
Lassalle, and Marx. In England, on the other hand, 
although the writings of men like Charles Hall, William 
Thompson, and Thomas Hodgskin show that fantastic 
speculation was not unknown, the dominant progressive 
influence was that of Jeremy Bentham and his s(±ool of 
Philosophical Radicals. 

Jeremy Bentham was not a great original thinker. His 
Utilitarian ethics, which taught that the ultimate test of 
conduct is its consequences, he learned from Hume, and 
from Hume’s great predecessor, Hobbes. His Utili- 
tarian politics — ^between which and the ethics a dera logical 

g ulf yawned — ^he picked up from Beccari^ ELelv6tius, 
riestley, Paley, and other contemporaries: it was in the 
air. It taught that the aim of government to he “ the 
greatest happiness of the greatest number’*; but, since 
the idea of obligation is absent from Utilitarian ethics, why 
the.Crtvernment should have this aim, or, indeed, how its 
individual members could conceivably have so altruistic 
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an aim, is not evident. Man, however, or at any rate the 
Englishman, is not a severely logical animal, and the 
“greatest happiness” formula, with its implication of 
human equality, exactly suited the requirements of the 
time. It provided the magic phrase — ^the “ Open Sesame ” 
— ^before which the barriers of privilege and prerogative, 
of monopoly and nepotism, of iniquity and inequity, went 
down, leaving the way free for the unimpeded advance of 
individual energy and initiative. 

Bentham had disciples in many walks of life, and of 
many shades of politics. His most wholehearted admirers 
and enthusiastic followers were, of course, the so-called 
Philosophical Radicals, headed by James Mill and his 
eldest son, John Stuart Mill : they shared both his zeal for 
drastic political reform and his rejection of intuitional 
religion. The Manchester School of economists, also, were 
Benthamites in their denunciation of Government inter- 
ference and their advocacy of laissezrfaire. Sir Robert Peel 
and his favourite pupil, the young Gladstone, were 
profoundly influenced by Benthamite humanitarianism. 
Nearly all moderate English opinion in the early Victorian 
age was, indeed, Benthamite. Only the more extreme 
opinion remained alien — on the one side the Conservatism 
of Benjamin Disraeli, and on the other side the Communism 
of Karl Marx. Numerous, however, as were the groups of 
Benthamites, solitary and unique among them stood the 
figure of John Austin. 


II 

Of John Austin’s career it is not necessary to say much. 
Unlike Rousseau, Austin was not a man whose opinions 
reflected mirror-like the changes and chances of an ever- 
shifting environment. Unlike Burke, he^ did not play a 
great part in practical affairs, or express his ideas in forms 
determined by the exigencies of the political problems of 
the moment. He lived, indeed, a life singularly remote 
from the common ways of men ; his habitual abode was 
the spaceless and untimely realm of thought. He himself 
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once remarked, “ I was born out of time and place I ought 
to have been a schoolman of the twelfth century or a 
German professor.** It is doubtful, however, wh^er he 
would have fdt at home even in a mediseval Benedictine 
monastery or in a modern German university; for his 
intense individualism would have rebelled against the rigid 
curriculum of the cloistered school, while his ingrained 
lethargy and untidiness would have sought and found 
escwe from the systematised labour expected of a Teutonic 
pro^sor. He was, in fact, according to any terrestrial 
standard, a failure. He had, in the judgment of all who 
knew him, great, though slow-moving, powers of mind; 
but they were rendered inoperative by defects of character 
— ^by laziness, by unpunctuality, by lack of a sense of pro- 
portion, and by a curious incapacity to bring to a conclusion 
any work that he attempted. His only chance of success 
would have been to be compelled to earn his own living ; 
but from this saving chance he was excluded by the too 
kind Providence that gave him a wealthy father, a pros- 
perous brother, and a capable wife. “ It is doubtful,’^ says 
his biographer, ** whether he even made in the last forty- 
two years of his life, by his profession, by his pen, or as a 
lecturer, a hundred pounds.** ^ 

Born in 1790, the eldest son of a Suffolk miller who 
b^ame rich by means of war-contracts, he entered the Army 
with a purchased commission in 1807, and served for five 

S irs in Malta and in Sicily under Lord William Bentinck. 

ese years — ^the period of the ^eat Napoleonic struggle 
that began at Tilsit and ended at Moscow — were a lustrum 
of intense agitation ; but almost all we know of the young 
Lieutenant Austin*s share in the hurly-burly is that auring 
his term of service in the Mediterranean he managed to 

f et and to read Dugald Stewart*s Philosophical Essaysy 
>rummond*s Academical Questions, Enfield’s History oj 
Philosophy, and Mitford*s Greece. Ha-wng learned so much, 
we are not surprised that the next information we receive 
is to the effect that in i8ia he himself and the military 
authorities concurred in thinking that he had completed 

* Sir John MacdoneU in the Dietienaty of National Skgn^fy, voL ii, p. 268. 
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such contribution as he was qualified to make towards the 
resettlement of Europe, and that he might therefore with 
advantage be released for civilian pursuits. Consequently, 
at the age of twenty-two, he sold his commission and began 
to read for the Bar. That is one reason why he could not 
claim to share with Bill Adams the glory of winning the 
battle of Waterloo 1 Soon his military experiences faded 
into the dim, indefinite background of his life ; but they 
probably impressed upon his mind a permanent tendency 
to over-emphasise the element of command in law, and to 
stress unduly the indivisible and illimitable character of 
supreme authority. His jurisprudence always smacked of 
the drill-sergeant. 

In 1 8 1 8 he was called to the Bar by the Inner Temple, 
and for seven years he strove to secure a practice, partly 
on the Norfolk Circuit, and partly in chambers at Lincoln*s 
Inn. But practice eluded him. He was too slow, too 
heavy, too meticulous, too conscientious, too much behind 
time, too unpractical. In 1825 he gave it up for ever. At 
that date his younger brother, Charles, then twenty-six 
years of age, was just at the beginning of his brilliant and 
unprecedentedly successful forensic career. It would be 
difficult to conceive two brothers more strikingly different : 
John, ponderous, laborious, hesitant in judgment, in- 
effective; Charles, light, facile, even more co(^sure than 
his friend Macaulay, overwhelmingly decisive in argument 
or debate.^ 

Charles Austin, called to the Bar in 1827, took silk in 
18-41, made over ;^ioo,ooo in the one year of the railway 
crisis (1847), retired with a fortune at the age of forty- 
nine, and lived for another quarter of a century in cultured 
comfort. Concerning his brother, nine years his senior, 
Charles remarked, “ John is much cleverer than I, but he 
is always knocking his head against principles.” Every one 
seems to have been impressed by John’s cleverness. ” He 
was a man of great intellectual powers,” said the younger 
Mill, who had him as a tutor, and attended his lectures. 

^ See the ^Vetche? of Charles Austin given in MilT s Autobiography and T xen^lyan's 
Macatday^ 
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“ If John Austin had had health,” said Lord Brougham, 
” neither Lyndhurst nor I would have been Chancellor.” 
But no two critics could agree as to precisely why so much 
talent should have resulted in such complete futility. His 
brother attributed his fsulure to conscience; his wife to 
shyness and reserve ; Mill to melancholia ; and Brougham 
to indigestion. Whichever of the four was correct, the fact 
remains that (if the logical process of rule of three be sound) 
it would have taken him, at his rate of earning, 42,000 
years to make the sum of money that Charles made in 1 847. 

The success of a thinker, however, is not measurable in 
terms of cash. Charles is now forgotten, save as a name 
associated with the more enduring names of Mill and 
Macaulay. John lives, by his own merit, as a legal philo> 
sopher who, as the result of much-protracted, often- 
intermitted, intolerably prolix, and never-completed labours, 
did a permanently valuable piece of work in determining 
the province of jurisprudence, defining its vocabulary, and 
clearing away the fogs of many bewildering misconceptions 
that clung around it. His main tasks as a jurist were ac- 
complished during the eight years 1826—34. In the first 
of these years he was appointed, through the influence of 
Jeremy Bentham and James Mill, to the chair of juris- 
prudence in the newly constituted University of London 
(University College). Since the college was not to be 
opened until the autumn of 1828, Austin had two years 
in which to think of what to say. He occupied the time in 
going to Germany and — ^particularly at the Universities of 
Heidelberg and Bonn — ^in sitting at the feet of the great 
modern civilians who there taught the revived and re- 
juvenated Roman law. His wife accompanied him, and 
helped him with the language. 

John Austin’s wife, Sarah, has already been mentioned 
twice, and it is necessary here to pause a moment in order 
to note a few things about her. She was a remarkable 
woman — ^beautiful, talented, brilliant, fascinating, high- 
souled. That she was attracted by the judicially minded 
John is the best evidence we have that he was possessed of 
a charm which he conspicuously failed to impart to his 
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writings. She herself secured, and continues to hold, an 
independent place in English literature. As translator of 
Ranke’s ffts/o;y oj the Popes and of Guizot’s English Revolu- 
tion^ as author of a work on Germany from iy6o to 1814^ 
and as editor of her husband’s unliterary remains, she dis- 
played abilities of a high order. John and Sarah (three 
years his junior) were married in 1820. They settled in 
Queen Square Place (now Queen Anne’s Gate), West- 
minster, close to BenAam and the Mills, and there in 
1821 was born their only child, Lucie, who became Lady 
Duff Gordon.^ 

From Queen Square in 1826 John and Sarah set out for 
Germany, and in Germany they remained for nearly two 
years — that is, until it was time for John to begin his course 
of lectures. The lectures, on the province of jurisprudence 
—-toilsome, slow-moving, over-elaborated, arid, burdened 
with irrelevancies, and incalculably remote from the practice 
of the law — ^in spite of their novelty, originality, and high 
logical power, failed to attract students. And since the pro- 
fessors at University College were at that time dependent 
for th^ir salaries on the fees paid by their pupils, after four 
years, when the class had dwindled to five, Austin had to 
resign. His pupils, however, although few, had included a 
striking proportion of young men destined to eminence in 
the worlds or law and politics — e.g.^ J. S. Mill, G. Cornewall 
Lewis, Lord Belper, I^rd Romilly, Charles Villiers, Charles 
BuHer, and Sir W. Erie. They all spoke with profound 
respectfor their teacher, and all confessed that they owed him 
an incalculable debt for the clarification of their legal ideas. 

Nevertheless he had, for the third time, failed. Sarah 
Austin, in the memoir which she prefixed to her husband’s 
posthumous works, says: 

Such was the end of his exertions in a cause to which he had devoted 

himself with an ardour and singleness of purpose of which few men 

^ It u a curious coincidence that precisely at the time when Sarah Austin in 
Queen Square Place was encouiai^g' and befriendini' the young John Stuart 
Mill, in Guilford Street, not very far away, Sara Austen, wife of a prosperous 
solicitor, was assisting the youthful Benjamin Disrae^ of Bloomsbury Square, 
to get his first novel, Vhnan Grey^ into shape for publication. 
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are capable. This was the real and irremediable calamity of his 

life — ^Ae blow from which he never recovered. 

The remaining failures of his career can soon be chronicled. 
In 1833 he was made a member of a commission to inquire 
into the criminal law: the report, issued in June 1834, 
showed that he had failed to convince the Commissioners 
that a code and not a mere digest was requisite. In 1837 
he was appointed to lecture in the Inner Temple on “ the 
general principles of jurisprudence and international law,” 
but he failed to keep an audience, and the course was sus- 
pended within a few weeks. In 1836 he went to Malta, 
the scene of his early military inactivities, together with his 
old pupil G. Cornewall Lewis, in order to inquire, on behalf 
of the Government, into the condition of the laws and into 
the grievances of the natives. In his search for the idesd 
constitution he failed to keep in contact with the realities of 
Ae situation, and his report (1837), though juridically 
interesting, was practically useless. Then his health failed, 
and for ten years he was taken about by his devoted wife 
from one resort to another — Carlsbad, Dresden, Berlin, and 
Paris. Finally, the 1 848 upheaval in Paris drove him back 
to England. He settled at Weybridge, and, failing to find 
anything to do, he spent the concluding eleven years of his 
life in placid, and not unhappy, idleness. In December 
1859 he failed to remain alive. 

Ill 

^ Seeing that John Austin lived to the mature age of sixty- 
nine, and considering that during two-thirds of his existence 
he was supposed to be studying law, we must admit that his 
output was surprisingly small. In 1832 he published the 
substance of his University College lectures under the title 
of The Province of Jurisprudence Determined. The book, 
described by Lord Melbourne as the dullest he had ever 
read, fell flat ; few lawyers took any notice of it ; no second 
edition was called for during its author’s lifetime ; even to- 
day it is scarcely known outside the English-speaking world. 
Nay, in England itself its solid worth has been recognised 
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only since, in the sixties, it began to be vehemently attacked. 
No other book than this ever came from his pen. He wrote, 
however, occasionally for the reviews. IMill tells us in his 
Autobiography Aat Austin contributed one article to the 
Westminster criticising McCulloch’s defence of primogeni- 
ture. He published at least two in the Edinburgh \ 

(i 842) adversely reviewing List’s National System of Political 
Economy^ and the other (1847) advocating a strong central 
Government, supplemented and moderated by an extensive 
system of local devolution. Towards the close of his life 
(1859) he was invited by the editor of the Quarterly to 
nirnish an article opposing Russell’s projected scheme of 
Parliamentary reform. He produced the article ; but he 
prefaced it with so voluminous a survey of the whole English 
constitution that the editor had to decline to publish it. 
Austin therefore issued it as a separate pamphlet (Murraj^ 
1 8 59). It is extremely interesting as showing how a good 
Benthamite Utilitarian could be a sound and thoroughgoing 
Tory. In the pamphlet Austin, after completing his survey 
of the constitution, expatiated on the inexpediency of any 
change, enlarged on the evils which any extension of the 
franchise would entail, dwelt (with obvious recollection of 
Paris in 1 848) on the horrors of mob-rule, and concluded by 
showing the beneficent consequences of even the anomalies 
of the existing system of representation. After his death his 
devoted wife, with infinite toil, collected and arranged his 
chaotic manuscripts, supplemented them from 
books of quondam pupils (especially those of Mill), and 
produced the two-volumed Jurisprudence (Murray, 1803; 
which remains the chief monument to his fame.^^ 

Austin’s Jurisprudence is a curious work, unique or its 
kind. It consists of four completed sections, and a collec- 
tion of disjecta membra. Of the completed sections the firs 
and incomparably the most important is the old (183 ) 
Province of Jurisprudence Determined, The otoer three 
sections deal respectively with (x) pervading notions that 


1 Cf. John Stuart Mill’s “Austin on Jurisprudent," JjSlSL’r 

the Edinburgh Eeview, October 1863 j reprinted m Dtssertatms mdDucusam , 

voL Hi (1867). 
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is, the connotation of legal terms such as right and duty, 
person and thing, will and intention, neglip^ence and inad- 
vertence ; (p.) law considered in relation to its sources ; and 
(3) law considered in respect of its purposes and subjects. 
The defects of the book, apart from its intolerable style, are 
numerous and glaring. Its arrangement is imperfect; its 
basis of classification indefensible ; its omissions numerous ; 
its repetitions tedious beyond measure ; its over-elaboration 
ridiculous ; its irrelevancies many and protracted ; its dis- 
figurement by italics excessive ; its occasional truculence of 
language disturbing, if now and again diverting. But over 
against these defects it had merits which those who first read 
it in the sixties were more ready to recognise than some of 
the pundits of this later age. It clarified once for all some 
of the fundamental notions of law ; it swept away finally 
many pernicious confusions, the practical consequences of 
whi(^ had been serious ; it dammed certain current meta- 
phors whence for generations had flowed streams of non- 
sense whereby, as he expressively remarks, “the field of 
jurisprudence and morals had been deluged with muddy 
speculation.” 

Mill had no doubt as to the value of Austin's work. He 
considered that it “ placed him in the estimation of all com- 
petent judges in the very highest rank of thinkers.” He 
regarded it as an incomparable discipline in “ the difficult 
and precise art of thought,” adding that, “ though the merit 
and worth of his writings as a contribution to the philosophy 
of jurisprudence are conspicuous, their educational value as 
a training-school for the highest class of intellects will be 
found to be still greater.” His reasoned conclusion was 
that “ no one thoroughly versed in these volumes need ever 
again miss his way amidst the obscurily and confusion of 
legal language.”! Sir Henry Maine, twelve years later, 
although he dissented^ emphatically from some of Austin’s 
views, agreed with Mill as to the sterling value of Austin’s 
analysis. “ There is not,” he said, 

the smallest necessity for accepting all the conclusions of these 

great writers p.f., Bentham and AustinJ with implicit deference ; 

* J. S. Mill, Disurtatieits caid Discussions, vol. iii, pp. 206-274. 
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but there is the strongest necessity for knowing what these conclu- 
sions are. They are indispensable, if for no other object, for the 
purpose of clearing the head.^ 

Sir Thomas Erskine Holland, no more a disciple of Austin 
than was Maine, concurs in Maine’s eulogy. The Juris- 
prudence, he asserts, is 

a book which no one can read without improvement. It presents 
the spectacle of a powerful and conscientious mind struggling with 
an intractable and rarely handled material, while those distinctions 
upon which Austin after his somewhat superfluously careful manner 
bestows most labour are put in so clear a light that they can hardly 
again be lost sight of.^ 

Austin, in short, had a mole-like mind. Its operations 
were subterranean, tedious, and obscure. It rarely ascended 
to the surface, and it never rose into the air. Hence it 
remained oblivious to scenery, and failed to see things in 
their entirety. But it did invaluable work in grubbing 
about among the roots of thought, and in tracing ideas to 
their sources. Nevertheless a mole-like mind is a muddled 
mind; and Austin, if with wearisome burrowing he suc- 
ceeded in unravelling some of the radical tangles that he 
found in the legal underworld, undoubtedly himself created 
others. To be specific : if he elucidated the meaning of 
* law ’ he still further confounded for us the connotation of 
‘ sovereignty.’ But of that more anon. Suffice it here to 
say that his influence as an analyser of fundamental legal 
ideas was far-reaching and beneficent. His book opened a 
new era in the science of jurisprudence — ^that is to say, in 
the study of the abstract or formal philosophy of positive law. 
It served, moreover, as a model to all workers in the realm 
of the moral and social sciences, impressing them with the 
supreme importance of the exact use of words and of the 
employment of rigid logical processes. In the world of 
legal practice it powerfully assisted the causes of simplifica- 
tion, codification, and reform. Above all, it stimulated 
further research into the meaning of the three great terms, 

* Maine, EaHy History Institutions, p. 343 {1875). 

• Holland, Jurisprudence, ptefaoe to first ediu'on (1880}. 
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law, sovereignty, and State. And if it be argued that research 
into the connotation of abstract nouns is an insignificant 
occupation for all persons except infants at school, the reply 
is that there have been few graver causes of civil conflagra- 
tions and international conflicts than precisely these terms 
which are so hard to define. One could draw many parallels 
from the realm of theology ; for all theological controversies 
are logomachies. For example, as is well known, the dif- 
ference of meaning between homo-ousios and homoi-ousios 
caused the streets of Constantinople, in the fourth, fifth, and 
sixth centuries of the Christian era, to flow with blood. It 
is, however, sufiicient for our purpose to note, by way of 
illustration, that the Hundred Years War between England 
and France was fought to decide the question whether the 
Salic Law was a law or not a law ; that the Civil War between 
Charles I and his Parliament was fought to decide the 
question whether the English sovereign was a sovereign or 
not a sovereign; and that the great nineteenth-century 
struggle between the North and the South in America was 
fought to decide the question whether an American state 
was a state or not a state. In other words, the conceptions 
represented by the terms law, sovereignty, and state lie at 
the very foundation ofpoliticd principle and governmental 
institution. Just as Tennyson truly says, respecting the 
“ flower in the crannied wall ” which he has plucked and 
examined (reversing the process followed in respect of 
students at universities): 

Little flower — but if\ could understand 
What you are, root and all, and all in aU, 

I should know what God and man is, 

SO if political idealists could but say precisely what are the 
nature, the source, and the sphere of supreme authority 
they would have solved the problem of the governance of 
men. 

IV 

The Theory of Law 

The term * law * has from the first been an ambiguous 
one: it has connoted two ideas, closely connected, yet 
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distinct — ^namely, (i) a causal authority and (2) a con> 
sequent uniformity of behaviour. In other words, it has 
stood for both force and order ; for both will and regu- 
larity ; for both general command in the imperative mood 
and general statement in the indicative. Not until the dawn 
of the modern scientific age did this ambiguity cause much 
inconvenience. For, on ^e one hand, among men general 
commands resulted in general conformities of conduct ; and, 
on the other hand, in the realm of nature the undeviating 
regularities of the behaviour of such bodies as the sun and 
the moon were regarded as consequent upon the direct fiat 
of some supernamral will. The development of physical 
science, however, from the time of the Kenaissance, neces- 
sitated the bifurcation of the term, {a) ^LaWf in the 
scientific sense of the word, became simply and solely a general 
statement, entirely devoid of any implication of command. 
A good example is the so-called law of motion, which runs : 
** Action and reaction are equal and opposite ” ; or the law 
of gravitation, first formulated by Newton and now modified 
by Einstein, to the effect that “ Every particle of matter in 
the universe attracts every other particle with a force whose 
direction is that of the straight line joining the two, and 
whose magnitude is proportional directly as the product of 
their masses, ,and inversely as the square of their mutual 
distance.” General statements such as these may be true 
or may be false; but either to obey them or to disobey 
them is impossible. They lie wholly outside the sphere 
of the will. They are nothing more than provisional hypo- 
theses, based on observation and experiment, which men 
of science accept as true pending further investigation. 
( 3 ) *Law,' in the juridical sense of the word, on the other 
hand, gathered to itself exclusively the idea of command, 
authority, and force. It came to connote a gene^ in- 
junction addressed to the will, without any implication 
whatsoever as to any consequent uniformity of behaviom. 
Austin well defines it as “ A rule laid down for the guid- 
ance of an intelligent being by an intelligent being having 

power over him.” , , . u 

It is decidedly unfortunate that, since ‘ law in the 
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scientific sense and * law * in the juridical sense have come 
to mean things so wholly different and distinct, a new term 
has not been adopted in place of one or other of them. For 
confusion between the two connotations has persisted in 
spite of all the efibrts of grammarians and logicians to 
keep them^ apart. Even in die eighteenth century eminent 
thii&ers like Montesquieu in France and Blackstone in 
England gave general definitions of ‘ law * in which the two 
uses of the words were hopelessly confounded. It was, 
indeed, directly due to their copious effusions of muddled 
nonsense respecting ‘ law ’ that Austin was compelled to 
remark, as before noted, that “ the field of jurisprudence 
and morals had been deluged with muddy speculation.’* 
Austin did much to clarify the flood and to separate its 
elements. Yet even to the present day it is possible to hear 
occasionally, mainly from the pulpit, such expressions as 
“a violation of the law of gravitation” — expressions as 
devoid of rational meaning as any in j^Uee in Wonderland^ 
and unredeemed by Alice’s charming irresponsibility and 
humour. 

The jurist, then, regards laws scientific as laws in a 
merely metephoricd sense, and he dismisses them from 
his purview. But^ even so, within the proper limits of his 
subject there are so many laws claiming to be imperative as 
to give him plenty to do when he attempts to define and to 
classify. There are laws divine and laws human; laws 
revealed and laws unrevealed; laws customary and laws 
sktutory ; laws moral and laws social ; laws municipal and 
laws international; laws civil and laws criminar; laws 
natural and laws conventional; laws of honour; laws of 
fashion ; and countless other varieties. How can he reduce 
these numerous categories to system and simplicity? How 
can he grade them in order of authority? 

The task of the modern jurist has been immensdy 
facilitated by Ae labours of a long line of eminent predeces> 
wrs. For us it is unnecessary to gp back beyond the great 
Roman Imperial lai^ers who flourished in the early cen- 
tunes of the Christian era; although it is true that they 
themselves owed much to the ancient Greeks, as the Greeks 
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owed much to still more venerable Oriental prudentes. 
The Roman lawyers distinguished three kinds of authorita- 
tive commands — ^namely, (i) jus dviley {2) jus gentium^ and 
(3) natura. The dvile was the law peculiar to Roman 
citizens, and inapplicable to any other persons. The jus 
gentium may roughly be described as the highest common 
factor of the laws that prevailed among the peregrini^ or 
strangers, who frequented the great city : it was a system of 
rules marked by simplicity, equity, intelligibility, and free- 
dom from technicalities and traps. The jus natura was 
essentially the dictates of conscience and common sense 
sublimated by the Stoic philosophy into an authoritative 
system of precepts regarded as emanating from the primal 
and universal reason. It tended to be identified with the 
jus gentium^ and probably would have become merged and 
lost in it, but for the fact that iht jus gentium recognised the 
ubiquitous institution of slavery, while the Stoic conscience 
repudiated and denounced it as incompatible with the natural 
liberty and equality of men. 

Medieval Christendom — ^in law, as in so much else, the 
heir of Imperial Rome — ^accepted the classification of the 
great Latin jurists, but supplemented it and redefined its 
terms. First and foremost, it added the category oi jus 
divinum^ the supernaturally revealed law of God. Secondly, 
it explained the jus natura as the unrevealed law of God, 
the law made known to all men in all lands and in all ages 
by means of the inner monitor of conscience.^ Thirdly, it 
regarded the jus gentium as the nearest actual approach 
among sinful men to the ideal standard of i!s\& jus divinum 
atque naturale. Finally, it relegated the jura dwlia^ the 
numerous and \^ied legal sptems of the many peculiar 
peoples within the pale or Christendom, to the lowest grade 
of commands, treating them with contempt, and denying 
to them all validity when they conflicted with the precepts 
of the higher laws. The best epitome of the mediaeval 
conception of law is that given by St Thomas Aquinas in 
the second part of his great Summa Theologize. 

The early modern jurists, such as the Spaniard Suarez 
1 Cf. Romans ii, 14-15. 
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and the English Hooker, were ecclesiastics brought up in 
the school of St Thomas. Hence thej accepted in the main 
the mediaeval legal categories. That is to say, they regarded 
the jus dimnum as the most authoritative, and the^vr amh 
as the least authoritative, of the commands that regulated 
human conduct. The first important thinker radically to 
dissent from this view was Jean Bodin, the author of that 
remarkable work, "De RepubRca libri Sex^ The cause of 
his dissent was diat since 1562 he had seen his country, 
Franc^ torn by ferocious ci^ wars and disgraced by such 
appalling atrocities as the Bartholomew massacre, simply 
because Catholics and Calvinists could not agree in their 
interpretation of the jus divinutn. When he had come to 
the conclusion that no concord was ^ssible he wrote his 
book to show that the only way of peace and national 
salvation was the recognition of the sovereignty of the State 
and the primary obligation of its jus cimle. Nevertheless, 
even though he exaltra thejffj dwle to the highest place, he 
was so much still a denizen of the Middle Ages as to admit 
(with bewildering inconsistency) that the validity of the/w 
civile depended on its harmonisation with jus divinum^ 
thejw naturahy UsMe jus gentiumy and even with a novel class 
of peculiarly Frendh leges imperiiy by which he seems to 
have meant such (Xtnstitutional fundamentals as the so-called 
Salic Law. Bodin prepared the way for Hobbes, Bentham, 
and Austin ; but he did not himself advance £ar along the 
path of clarity. 

Before Hobbes, however, brought his Leviathan on to 
the path to trample down with ruthless weight the lingering 
entanglements of mediaeval ideology, the great Dutch jurist 
Grotius^ had boldly appropriated two of the four mediaeval 
categories of commands, and had combined them to in- 
stitute a code of universally obligatory international law. 
He had taken the jus gentium and had converted it from a 
system of private law common to the peoples of all nations 
into a system of public law binding upon states inter se. He 
had also taken tiie jus naturale and, dropping its peculiarly 

^ ^Issued fint in Fzencb in 1576, and tecondly in a revised and improved Latin 
version m X586. 
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Christian definition as the unrevealed law of the God of the 
Bible, had secularised and universalised it by describing it 
as ** the dictate of right reason ’* {dictatum recta rationis), and 
as such imperative for Jew, Turk, infidel, and pagan, equally 
with Christians of all the warring sects. 

Hobbes, however, was, as we have noted, the person 
who broke most completely with the mediaeval and Roman 
tradition respecting law. He nominally accepted the four- 
fold classification of the schoolmen — just as he nominally 
accepted the Huguenot idea of the social contract as the 
basis of society and the State — ^but he turned it inside out 
and entirely emptied it of its former content. The jus 
dvainum^ he said (professing profound veneration), applied 
solely to the other world beyond the grave ; the jus gentium^ 
in Grotius’s sense of the term, was non-existent, since nations 
in respect of one another were in a state of nature — that is, 
of chronic war ; the jus natura consisted merely of the 
dictates of common sense tending towards self-preservation, 
and as such was devoid of all ethical or juridical character ; 
only the dvile remained in any way imperative. The 
will of Leviathan is the only source of valid law on earth, 
and “ no law can be unjust ” 1 

It is not surprising that Hobbes’s drastic treatment of 
the ancient and sacrosanct categories of law met among his 
medievally minded contemporaries with general reprobation 
and repudiation. John Locke, in partic^ar, who strove in 
his Two Treatises on Government (published in 1690) to 
steer a middle course between the divine right of Filmer’s 
Patriarcha and the profane wrong of Hobbes’s L.&oiaihan, 
reasserted the reality and supreme authority of natural law, 
and contended that the very end and object of civil govern- 
ment was the formulation and protection of the natural 
rights of the individual to life, to liberty, and to property. 
In the eighteenth century, indeed, largely under the in- 
fluence of Locke, the cult of nature and natural law had an 
immense vogue. It captured romancers like Defoe ; it 
took possession of sentimentalists like Rousseau ; it inspired 
a whole school of philosophers and theologians, amoi^ 
whom Bolingbroke and Voltaire stood eminent ; it served. 
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in the hands of Pufendorf and his compeers, as the main 
source of international law. Najr, more, it even re-invaded 
the province of jurisprudence. Blackstone, in particular, 
freely re-admitted it The law of nature, he said, “is 
binding over all the globe, in all countries, and at all times. 
No human laws are of any validity if contrary to this.” ^ 
This was serious : in an English law-court could a person 
accused of violating one of thelaws of England pleadsuccess- 
fully that the law was invalid because contrary to the law 
of nature.^ What, again, of the divine law? Sir Thomas 
More, in the sixteenth century, when convicted of high 
treason had pleaded that the statute under which he had 
been condemned was “ directly repugnant to the laws of 
God and His Holy Church.” His plea had been dis- 
allowed. Ought it to have been so? In Blackstone’s 
opinion, apparently not. For he said, “ Human laws are 
of no validity if contrary to divine laws — all valid laws 
derive their force from that divine original.” ‘ 

Here undoubtedly was a problem that needed clearing 
w. What laws could daim validity in the English courts? 
Could Acts of Parliament or cases adjudged be set aside by 
the plea that the law which they laid down was contrary to 
the divine law, or natural law, or customary Jaw, or consti- 
tutional law, or international law, or moral law, or any other 
code of human conduct? Austin, who, like Bentham, 
was filled tdth intense disgust at the sloppiness and inco- 
herence of Blackstone’s thought, set himself to darify the 
mess. And most efFecdvdy did he succeed in doing so. 
First he ddineated the three features that, in his opinion, 
characterise all laws properly so called. They are as follows : 
(i) Every law properly so called must emanate from a 
determinate source; (2) it must be the expression of a 
command ; (3) it must be enforced by a sanction — ^that is, 
by a penally in case of disobedience. Applying this triune 
test, he discovered three great dasses of laws proper — 
namdy, (a) laws of God, whether revealed or unrev^ed ; 
(i) positive laws — i.e.j laws of the Stat^ whether enacted 

^ W, Blackstone, Commentaries m the Laws of England^ vol. i, p. 41 {176$)^ 

* Blackstone^ quoted by J« Austin, Jurisprudence^ vol. i, p# 2x4. 
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directly or enacted indirectly; (c) other commands — e.g.y 
the rules of clubs and similar voluntary associationst Out- 
side the range of laws proper he placed such rules of human 
conduct as lacked either determinate source or one or more 
of the other marks of true law — e.g.y customary law, laws 
of honour, laws of fashion, and (shades of Grotiusi) inter- 
national law. Beyond these again, wholly beyond the pale 
of jurisprudence, he relegated to the limbo of mere metaphor 
the laws of science, political economy, etc.^ 

Of Austin’s “ laws proper ” some are enforced by one 
kind of sanction, others by other kinds. Thus, the revealed 
law of God is enforced by religious sanctions; the unre- 
vealed law of God, known to men partly by means of the 
moral sense and partly by means of the test of utility, is 
enforced by ethical sanctions ; the rules of voluntary associ- 
ations are enforced by social sanctions. But the only kind 
of law sanctioned by the State and enforced in its courts is 
positive law. And positive law is within the law-courts 
final and supreme even though it conflicts with all and every 
other code of law whatsoever. “ To say,” says Austin, re- 
buking Blackstone, “ that human laws which conflict with 
the divine law are not binding — ^that is to say, are not 
laws — ^is to talk stark nonsense.” * Austin, of course, is 
absolutely right. The courts of the land must enforce the 
law of the land, or legal chaos would supervene. If in Ae 
opinion of any subject the law of the land conflicts with 
the divine law, or with the moral law, or with any code of 

^ The following table summarises the Austinian scheme of law. Its relation to 
the mediaeval scheme is indicated by means of the names printed in brackets. 

I. Laws Proper 

X. Laws of God : («) revealed {=sjus tSvinum). 

(i) unreveakd (=yiwxwterffZ?). 

2. Positive laws {s^jus cMk). 

3. Other commands. 

IL Laws Improper — 

X. Laws of honour or fashion or custom. 

2» International law (s=ynxgv«/!««»). 

III. Laws Metaphor JCA i>-^.g.; 

X. Laws of science. 

2. Laws of political economy. 

* Austin^ jurisprudence^ voL p. 2x5. 


177 



THINKERS OF THE AGE OF REACTION 

law regarded as haidng superior authorit7, three courses lie 
open to him : (i) he may use his political power and his 
social influence to get the law changed ; (2) he may refuse 
to obey and pay the penalty ; (3) he may, if he regards the 
situation as serious enough, organise a rebellion and en- 
deavour to destroy the State, in the hope of setting up a new 
one more in accordance with his conscience. But mean- 
time the courts of the State must enforce positive law — ^the 
law, the whole law, and nothing but the law. 

Austin rendered an inestimable service to the cause of 
clear legal thinking by sweeping away from the field of 
jurisprudence all the antiquated lumber of natural law and 
natural rights by which it had long been littered and 
encumbered. There are some who hmd-that, in his defini- 
tion of law, he over-stressed the idea of force and under- 
stressed the elements of order and justice. There are 
others who resent his exclusbn of international law from 
the cate^ry of laws proper. Others, again, maintain that, 
especially in respect of primitive societies, he under- 
estimated the importance and authoritjr of custom. But 
none of these criticisms carries much weight. All of them 
are of historical and philosophical, rather tiian legal, signifi- 
cance. They do not affect the main point — ^namely, that 
positive law is the only kind of law mat can possibly be 
recognised as valid in the law-courts of the State. Let us 
note, then, Austin’s definition of positive law. It is, he 
says, “ law set by a sovereign person or body of persons 
to a member or members of the independent political 
society [/.tf.. State] wherein that person or body is sovereign 
or supreme.”^ This brings us to Austin’s second great 
conception — ^namely, that of State sovereignty. To that we 
will now turn. 


V 

The Theory of Sovereignty 

It cannot be said that Austin was so successful in eluci- 
dating the theory of sovereignty as he was in elucidating 

^ Austin, JurisfruAnte, voL i, p. 177. 
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the theory of law or in defining the province of juris- 
prudence. He was successful in his delimitations of law 
and jurisprudence because he was able to distinguish more 
clearly than any of his predecessors the sphere of legality 
fram the sphere of morality. He was less successful in 
his attempts to define sovereignty because he was not able 
to distinguish with sufficient clarity between three separate 
and distinct forms of sovereignty — namely, the legal, the 
political, and the ethical. The only question which he, as 
a jurist, was called upon to answer was the legal question : 
What is the ultimate or supreme authority recognised by 
the law-«»urts as the source of positive law? But he con- 
fused this simple, straightforward, and easily answered 
question with t^e more complicated and difficult political 
question: What, as a matter of fact, is the ultimate or 
supreme power which actually controls or governs the 
State? Nor did he wholly keep these legal and political 
questions from confusion with the still more disputable 
ethical question: Where ought the ultimate and supreme 
sovereignty to reside? In respect of Great Britain, for 
example, he said that the sovereign — ^legal, political, and 
ethical — ^was the composite body consisting of King, Lords, 
and electors — a body which no law-court could recognise ; 
a body which demonstrably has never exercised actual 
governmental control; a body whose ethical claim to 
suwemacy no one has ever maintained.^ 

That Austin confused the legal sovereign with the 
political sovereign and with the ethical sovereign is no 
doubt due to the fact that his predecessors had done ^e 
same. Bodin, the first thinker to deal systematically with 
the subject, had accurately (if not adequately) defined 
sovereignty, as a legal conception, in the statement : Majestas 
est sutnma in cives ac subditos le^busque soluta fotestas? But 

^ It is worth noting that this amazing muddle perpetrated by Austin in 1832 vm 
repeated by him in the pamphlet which he published in the last yeu of his life 
(X859). In his Plea for tie Ctmedtutim^ p. 9^ he says that the sovereignty^zesides 
in the King, the House of Lords, and the electoral body of the Commons/* The 
more one reads of Ausdn the more one is impn^sed by the ditBculty and slowness 
with which he escaped from his mental confusions* 

* J* Bodin, De RtpubUca^ Lib, /, cap, 8* 
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his further discussion of majestas showed that his prime 
concern was the political problem — where in France actual 
sovereigntyresided — and the ethical problent—as to whom 
the ultimate loyalty of Frenchmen was properly due. 
Similarly Hobbes, the second great theorist to treat of 
sovereign^, had dealt with the matter almost wholly from 
the politico point of view. He was concerned not so much 
to aarify the procedure of the law-courts as to save the 
Commonwealth from a devastating civil war due to the 
contentions (i) of Parliamentarians, that sovereignty could 
be divided ; (i) of philosophers, that natural law took pre- 
cedence of civil law ; (3) of jurists, that the common law 
was unchangeable even by statute ; (4) of democrats, that 
the limits of obedience were determinea by an original con- 
tract between sovereign and subjects; and (5) of ecclesi- 
astics, both Catholic and Calvinistic, that the State was 
subordinate to the Church. He vehemently maintained on 
prudential grounds the political simremacy of the State, 
and on utilitarian grounds its ethical claims to ascendancy. 
Finally, Jeremy Bentham, Austin’s immediate predecessor 
and master, had been primarily a law-reformer and not a 
legal theorist. His Frapnent on Government (1776), which 
is mainly an essay on sovereignty, had been devoted to a 
destructive attack upon the introductory sections of Black- 
stone^s Commentaries^ wherein Blackstone had eulogised the 
English constitution as almost flawless ; had exalted English 
law as ideal ; had deprecated change ; and had attributed 
the virtue of the English system of government precisely 
to ^at division and separation of the sovereign powers of 
legislation, administration, and adjudication whose division 
and separation Hobbes had declared to be impossible. 
BenAam had demolished Blackstone and reafiirmed with 
striking emphasis the necessary indmsibility of sovereignty. 
But it had been political, not legal, sovereignty of which he 
had treated. 

Since all Austin’s great predecessors had treated sove- 
reignty from the political or ethical point of view, rather 
than from the legm point of view, it is not astonishing that 
Austin did the same. Nevertheless it is a misfortune that 
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he was not able to emancipate himself from the influence 
of his masters, because, since he had determined the 
province of jurisprudence, it was essential for the com- 
pletion of his system of thought — his philosophy of positive 
law, as he called it — ^that he shoulcf consider and define 
sovereignty purely as a legal conception, without any refer- 
ence to either politics or ethics. His problem was simply, 
as we have already remarked: What is the ultimate or 
supreme authority recognised by the law-courts — ^the 
authority from which there is no legal appeal ? 

Now this is a problem which, as a rule, when once its 
limitations are recognised, is fairly easily solved. Rarely, 
indeed, is its solution more difficult than that of an ordinary 
cross-word puzzle. In Great Britain, for example, the 
legal sovereign is obviously the King in Parliament — that is 
to say,, the composite body consisting of King, Lords, and 
Commons. A statute of this body passed in due form 
cannot be questioned in any British court ; and if stress is 
. laid upon the words “ in due form ** as limiting the legal 
omnipotence of the King in Parliament, the answer is that 
this sovereign body can determine its own form and pro- 
cedure. In the case of such a federal body as the United 
States of America, which necessarily has a rigid constitu- 
tion, the solution to the puzzle is not quite so simple. It is 
not, however, very difficult; and if a great deal of mis- 
applied ingenuity has been expended over it, this has been 
mainly owing to the fact that the would-be solvers have 
tried to discover a legal sovereign which is at the same time 
the political sovereign. Those who can dismiss the irrele- 
vant problem of political sovereignty from their minds will 
soon come to the perception that the legal sovereign in 
America is the composite body (part central, part provincial) 
which has power to amend or abrogate the fundamental 
constitution.^ The fact that this body is for long periods 
of years dormant and inoperative ; the fact that even when 
it is roused from slumber it finds it difficult in practice to 

^ Including that fifth article of the constitution which has caused theoxetical 
jurists 80 much concern— the article which decrees that, without its own consent 
no “ state ** be deprived of its equal sufiiage in the Senate. 
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do anything — these facts, and other facts of the same sort, 
do not in the slightest degree affect the issue. Here, in 
the realm of law, is the sovereign — ^that is to say, the ultimate 
or supreme authority from wmch, in the realm of law, there 
is no appeal. The problem of locating the legal sovereign 
in countries which have a rigid constitution wherein no 
provision is made for amendment, or in invertebrate organ- 
isations such as the medieval Holy Roman Empire, or in 
Oriental tax-gathering empires suoi as that established by 
Cyrus in Persia or Runjeet Singh in the Punjab, is no doubt 
considerably more difficult. But it can always be solved 
provided that the country or the community in question 
was really a State in the modern sense of the term. ^ If in 
any country or in any community there was, or is, no 
positive law, with courts administering itj Mdit quastio. 

If Austin had confined his attention to his proper task — 
namely, the definition and location of Ugdi sovereignly — 
he might have noted the following as its most conspicuous 
marks : it is necessarily determinate, (^) it js capable of 

precise location, (c) it may be dormant or in abeyance, 
{d) it is capable of division, (e) it is incapable of legal limi- 
tation, (f) It is omnipotent witliin its own sphere, and (g) it 
is unaifected by any question of obedience or disobedience 
on the part of its subjects. The first two marks require 
no comment. As to the third, the dormancy of the legal 
sovereign may be illustrated by the long intervals (in one 
case over six^ years) which elapsed between amendments 
of the American constitution ; me abe3^nce of legal sove- 
reignty may be said to occur whenever there is no House 
of Commons in being in Great Britain — that is to say, dur- 
ing the process of any general election. The dormancy or 
ab^nce of the ultimate or supreme legal authority causes 
no inconvenience, because the actual work of administering 
the law is carried on vdthout interruption by countless 
bodies exercising delegated powers. Moreover, fourthly, 
legal (though not political) sovereignty is capable of division, 
and in Great Britrin is actually divided. Montesquieu and 
Blackstone were not, in this matter of separation of power, 
so completely mistaken as Bentham and Austin supposed 
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them to be. The legal sovereign in Great Britain is, as 
we have noted, the King in Parliament — ^that is to say. 
King, Lords, and Commons. But the King is the supreme 
executive, and the House of Lords is the supreme judi- 
cature. Hence, although no doubt the King in Parliament 
can legally do what it likes with both monarchy and peerage, 
nevertheless every legislative Act of Parliament requires 
for its sovereign efficacy the consent of the King (the 
supreme executive) and of the House of Lords (the supreme 
judicature), and in the sphere of law there is no reason why 
either of them should give it. Of course, in the sphere of 
practical politics . . . but we are not treating of that at 
present. In the sphere of law, or at any rate of legal theory. 
Great Britain seems to have developed a specimen of that 
juridical rarity, a divided sovereignty. As to the next, the 
fifth, point, that the supreme legislature is incapable of 
legal limitation — ^though not of political or moral limita- 
tion — ^is a commonplace of jurisprudence : there is no need 
to labour it. The sixth point, however — ^namely, that the 
legal sovereign is omnipotent within its own sphere, i.e.^ 
the law-courts — calls for a moment’s comment. For it 
recalls two famous sayings respecting the British Parlia- 
ment — i.e.. King in Parliament and its powers — that deserve 
repetition and comment. The first is that of Sir Thomas 
Smith, made in his Commonwealth of England (1583) : 

All that ever the people of Rome might do, either centuriatis 
comiiiis or trihutis, the same may be done by the Parliament of 
England, which represented! and hath the whole power of the 
realm, both the head and body. 

This is sound sense, and is remarkable as being the first 
definite formulation of the legal theory of Parliamentai^ 
sovereignty. The second is that of Jean de Lolme in his 
Constitution d^Angleterre (1771) to the eflFect that “it is a 
fundamental principle with English lawyers that Parliament 
can do everything except make a woman a man, and a man 
a woman.” This may be funny; but it is sheer nonsense. 
Parliament can do nothing except make laws ; and it can 
as easily make a law to the effect that every man must 
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become a woman and every woman a man as it can make 
any other law. If it does make such a law the law-courts 
can do nothing but regard it as valid. They cannot, of 
course, compel either men or women to do the impossible 
—-although the spectacle of long-haired men and short- 
haired women at the present day raises doubts as to whether 
or not this particular feat is impossible. But, assuming 
it to be impossible for an interchange of sex to take place, 
the law-courts can still impose the legal penalties enacted 
against those who do not do the impossible. And to im- 
pose penalties is all they can do in the case of the infringe- 
ment of any law whatsoever. For the law is equally satisfied 
by the rendering of obedience or by the payment of the 
penal^ of disobedience: it shows no preference whatso- 
ever for the one as against the other. This brings us to 
the seventh and last mark of legal, sovereignty: it is un- 
affected by any question of obedience or disobedience on 
the part of its subjects. A law duly enacted is a law even 
if no one obeys it at all ; it is and remains a law, indeed, 
even if no one can possibly obey it. 

With these marks of legal sovereignty in our minds let 
us examine Austin’s definition of sovereignty. It is couched 
in singularly circumlocutory terms. “ If,” it runs, 

a determinate human superior, not in the habit of obedience to a 
like superior, receive habitual obedience from the bulk of a given 
society, that determinate superior is sovereign in that society, and 
the society (including the superior) is a society political and 
independent.^ 

Here, it is obvious, is a hopeless confusion between the 
legal and the politick sovereign — a confusion due, appa- 
rently, to the baseless assumption that the two are identical. 
The legal sovereign must be “a determinate human 
superior ” : the law-courts must know precisely from whom 
emanate the commands which they are precluded from 
Seating as invalid. The political sovereign, however — ^that 
is, the power which actually exercises supreme control in 
a State — ^need not be determinate, and, in fact, very rarely 

* Austin, Jurisfnuknee, vol. i, p. azi. 
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is so. As the American jurist J. C. Gray well says, “ The 
real rulers of a political society are undiscoverable. They 
are the persons who dominate over the wills of their 
fellows.” ^ They may be a single crowd-compeller, such 
as Lenin or Mussolini; they may be a group of dema- 
gogues, such as the French Committee of Public Safety ; 
tiiey may be a gang of conspirators, or the leaders of an 
army, or the organisers of a general strike ; they may be 
a band of newspaper proprietors ; they may be the electors ; 
or they may be a host of men, unknown even to one another, 
who by speech and writing mould that vague but potent 
thing called public opinion. Austin, then, starts his defini- 
tion with his eye correctly fixed on the determinate legal 
sovereign, and not on the indeterminate political sovereign. 
But he immediately shifts it. For the requirements of 
habitual obedience within the State, and habitual freedom 
from obedience to extraneous authority, although vital to 
the existence of political sovereignty, are totally irrelevant 
to legal sovereignty. 

If we ask what are the distinguishing marks of the 
political soverdgn — ^that is, of the actual controlling power 
in the State, as distinct from the legal sovereign — ^the answer 
is that the political sovereign, as distinct froin the legal 
sovereign, (4) is generally indeterminate; (^) is generally 
incapable of precise location ; (c) cannot be in abeyance, any 
more than a mass can be devoid of a centre of gravity ; is 
incapable of division, just as the centre of gmvity of a m^s 
cannot be divided ; but («) is subject to all Hnds of effective 
limitations and restrictions. 

The last is, perhaps, the only point that cdls for explica- 
tion. Is not a limited or restricted sovereignty a rantra- 
diction in terms ? No ; in the sphere of politics it is not. 
For political sovereignty — ^the actual control of a State — 
is a shifting, unstable, impermanent thing. A stroke may 
incapacitate Lenin, a shot may remove Mussolini, a mis- 
take in tactics may overthrow a trade union or newspaper 
oligarchy, a parrot-cry or a panic may revolutionise public 
opinion. Hence there are certain things which no political 
» T. C. Gray, Tht Nature and Sources of the Law, p. 79 (*9*4)* 
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sovereign-of>th&-moment dare do, if he wishes to remain 
sovereign. Political sovereignty is always precarious. Not 
even Lenin dared to take the land from the Russian peasants. 
Not even Mussolini dared to break with the Papacy and 
occupy the Vatican. No political sovereign, in short, 
however highly exalted above all subjects he may be, can 
hope to retain supreme authority unless he recognises that 
there are certain things he cannot do, certain spheres into 
which he must not enter. The penalty for the ignoring of 
these restrictions and limitations is that he ceases to be 
sovereign. That is to say, he ceases to receive that “ habitual 
obedience foom the bulk of a given society ” which Austin 
might have correctly noted as a mark of the political 
sovereign, even though it had no relevance to the legal 
sovereign to whom he seemed to apply it. 

This sharp and all-important mstinction between legal 
and political sovereignty, which Austin so fotally ignored, 
gives rise to three questions. First, if the doctrine of legd 
sovereign^ has no significance outside the law-courts is it 
worth while to pay so much attention to it ? Secondly, what, 
if any, is the relation of the legal to the political sovereign 
in a State? Thirdly, what is to be said concerning the 
ethical question. Where ought supreme power to reside? 
The answers to ^ese questions must be brief and summary. 

I. The problem of the nature and location of the legal 
sovereign is important simply because the law and the law- 
courts play so prominent a part in our communal life. Law 
lies at the very base of our civilisation ; all our social and 
economic institutions are founded upon it ; upon its exist- 
ence and stability the continuance of all our liberties and 
felicities depend. Almost every act of our lives is con- 
ditioned by law; in the atmosphere of law we for ever move 
and have our being. Hence the law-courts and the rules 
they administer and enforce determine the ways of life of the 
whole community, even though but a small fraction of the 
community actually passes through their formidable portals. 
The main subject of Parliamentary debates and divisions, 
and the main object of general elections, is to decide the 
nature of the laws which the country shall impose. Thus 
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the problem of legal sovereignty is not an abstract question, 
of interest only to philosophical jurists : it is a practical 
question of the closest personal concern to every subject. 

II . Since the question of the nature and location of legal 
sovereignty is a matter of such urgent moment to every 
citizen, it is clear that the political sovereign — i.e.f the 
person or body of persons that actually exercises dominant 
control in the State — ^will not tolerate the continued existence 
of a legal sovereign (e-g-y in Great Britain a Parliament) that 
does not conform to its wish. If no constitutional means 
exist for keeping the legal sovereign in harmony with and — 
outside the law-courts, wherein alone it is supreme — ^in 
subjection to the TOlitical sovereign, a revolution is likely to 
ensue. In Great Britain the electors are assumed to be the 
political sovereign, and periodical general elections are the 
device adopted for the maintenance of harmony between 
them as a body and the legally sovereign Parliament. But 
the precise seat of political sovereignty, as we have already 
observed, is extremely difficult to locate, and the assumption 
that it resides in the electors as a body is by no means unchal- 
lenged. In 1926, for instance, it was challenged by the 
trade unions, or rather, by a certain company of trade-union 
officials, syndicalists, and communists, who acted in the 
name of the unions. If their general strike had been 
successful and they had destroyed Parliamentary govern- 
ment in this country they would have been compiled to 
institute a new legal sovereign, a new system of law-courts, 
and a new body of law. By some means or other, in short, 
the conventional sovereign within the law-courts must be 
kept in harmony with, and in subordination to, the political 
sovereign who actually exercises dominant authority in the 
world outside the law-courts. 

III. What, finally, is to be said concerning the ethical 
question. Where ought supreme power to reside in a com- 
munity? We have already remarked that the political 
sovereign, however great his power, is practically restricted 
by numerous limitations of a prudential kind. In other 
words, there are certain things which no despot, however 
autocratic, could possibly do with any hope of being allowed 
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to retain his place and power. As David Hume well 
observed, “ It is on opinion only that Government is 
founded; and this maxim extends to the most despotic 
and most military Governments, as well as to the most free 
and most popular.” ^ Political sovereigns who abuse their 
power are faced by rebellion, which, if it is sufficiently 
widespread, deprives them of their sovereignty and sets 
up another sovereign in their stead. And just as there are 
certain things that they cannot or dare not do, so there are 
other things which (on moral or religious grounds), they 
ought not to do. These things, no doubt, vary from age 
to age as ethical standards (mange. At the present time 
it would perhaps be generally agreed that the political 
sovereign ought not to persecute its subjects in the matter 
of religious belief, and, on the other hand, that it ought to 
seek so far as its power extends to secure ” the greatest 
happiness of the greatest number” of those within the 
scope of its authority. 

But, since politick sovereignty cannot be divided, the 
problem remains, when all has been said concerning moral 
and other limitations of sovereignty, where in uie last 
resort ought this supreme authority to reside? This is the 
problem that Austin discusses in his Plea for the Constitu- 
tion (1859). He solves it in a conservative sense ; but he 
is as emphatic as the most convinced democrat that the 
ultimate sovereignty must reside, and ought to reside, in 
the State. For the State represents the community as a 
whole, and, as the world is at present constituted, it is the 
only institution that does so. Hence, however large an 
autonomy the State may leave to Churches, to trade unions, 
to universities, and to other voluntary associations of a 
sectional kind, in the last resort its authority must, in the 
interest of the community as a whole, override them all. 
So j(}ng as the primary division of mankind is the present 
division into nations, so long must eacdi nation, organised 

a State and acting through its Government, be supreme 
within the territorial limits of its jurisdiction in all causes 
and over all persons. Political sovereignty cannot be par- 

^ D. Hume, Eu^ on the First Principles of Government (1741). 
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titioned. There cannot within one and the same territorial 
area be more than one authority employing the sanction 
of physical force. The conduct of international diplomacy 
and the power of waging war and making peace also demand 
a central and final authority. The right of levying taxes 
by compulsion cannot reside in multiple hands. 

In short, in so far as the community of the nation is 
valuable as a mdntainer of justice, a keeper of peace, an 
organiser of the conditions of the good life, it demands for its 
executive Government the obedience of all good men. But 
it must never be forgotten that the benefits of community 
are not the supreme values. The supreme values of truth 
and righteousness concern the individual conscience alone. 
As it has often happened in the past, so it may happen 
again in the future that the lonely soul will have to decide 
whether or not the ineluctable claims of truth and righteous- 
ness demand that the authority of the community be defied 
and the higher authority of me individual conscience be 
obeyed. No well-balanced mind will lightly challenge an 
authority upon which so much that is essential to human 
felicity depends as the State. No sane man will wantonly 
precipitate the anarchy that any formidable defiance of the 
will of the Government necessarily entails. Nevertheless, 
in the last resort the individual conscience is supreme. 

Whoso has felt the Spirit of the Highest 
Cannot confound nor doubt Him nor deny: 

Yea, with one voice, O World, tho* thou deniest. 

Stand thou on that side, for on this am I. 


Postscript 

Other questions concerning the sovereignty of the State 
have risen since Austin’s day, questions wnich it would be 
irrelevant for us to discuss here. Such questions are, for 
example, the problem of the relation of the British Parlia- 
ment to the Parliaments and other legislative assemblies 
of the Empire ; and, still more vital, the place of Ae sove- 
reign national State in general in a League of Nations or a 
Federated World. These are large and complex problems 
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of prodigious practical importance. All we can or need 
say about them here and now is that their solution will be 
immensely facilitated if those who have to deal with them 
come to their treatment with an adequate acquaintance 
with their Austin, and with clear ideas as to the true nature 
of law, of sovereignty, and of the State. 

The Editor 
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IX 


THOMAS HODGSKIN AND THE 
INDIVIDUALISTS 

I NDIVIDUALISM is the offspring of change. In 
one sense, of course, it is only an outgrowth of the 
nature of man, the simple functioning of an instinct. 
But it becomes rationalised into a political theory only 
during those epochs when the crust of established custom 
gets broken ; when well-nigh limitless vistas of possibility 
seem to open themselves as inducements to individual 
initiative. Such an epoch was the period of the early 
Industrial and Agrarian Revolutions in England. The 
social and economic changes of those movements resulted 
in one of these rebirths of individualism. It began as an 
argument of criticism; it ended as an accepted dogma. 
But one feature of the new individualism was unique : it 
concerned not merely political life and the desire for political 
power ; it was bound up with the new industrial life and 
the desire for increased wealth ; and it affected not merely 
a select few in the community, but increasingly spread 
4mong all classes. The productivity of human labour was 
now vaster than ever before, and the producers sought a 
creed which should justify them in claiming a proportionate 
share of that increased wealth. One line of thought along 
which this was attempted was the collectivist: the work of 
Owen and Thompson and their followers. The other line 
of thought was that sketched in this essay: the assertion 
of individ ual rights — both political and economic — and of 
the equality of worth among human beings, culminating in 
the optimistic belief that the progressive emancipation from 
all restraint would produce an harmonious and automatic 

equilibrium of forces. _ , . r • 

There were, of course, many different varieties of indi- 
vidualism, and this essay concerns only one of them. Until 
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1820 old Major Cartwright was still preaching his apo- 
calyptic rationalism. Rivard Carlile, in The Republican 
^1820—26), was continuing the work of Tom Paine, and 
(at one time) advocating the general strike as well as man- 
hood suffrage. William Lovett was preaching a creed half 
Owenite and half Hodgskinite, stressing the need for both 
complete democracy and national education to give men 
equality of opportunity. The Benthamite School claimed 
to be individualistic through and through. And even the 
devil cited individualism for his purpose, as Richard 
Oastler learned when he began his campaign for factory 
legislation in the Leeds Mercury (October 1830): for the 
factory owners at once raised the cry, “ May we not do 
what we like with our own .? ” A score other examples 
might be cited of the manifestations of the individualistic 
spirit. Here, however, we shall concentrate our attention 
only on Thomas Hodgskin’s remarkable attempt to estab- 
lish a creed of industrial individualism in the interest of 
the workers. 


I 

Less is known of the details of Thomas Hodgskin’s life 
than of any other thinker dealt with in this volume. Unlike 
Owen, Hunt, Lovett, Bamford, Knight, and a score or 
more of his Radical contemporaries, he neither wrote nor 
contemplated writing an autobiography ; and since he was 
apparently of a more retiring temperament, and less 
enamoured of the platform, than the other leaders of the 
reform movement, the significance of his work and the 
strength of his influence have been overlooked until recent 
years. 

Yet to overlook that work will only lead to a false 
perspective of the ideological forces in England in the 
thirty years following "S^terloo. For his position, and 
that of the men whom he influenced, is distinctive, and 
markedly different from the two schools of reformist thought 
with which the period is most frequently associated. 
Benthamism and Owenism both came in for his caustic 
criticisms, as the sequel shows; and the adherents of both 
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schools agreed in regarding his teaching as dangerous and 
pernicious. Yet he never succeeded in attaching a label 
to his doctrine; nor did he secure a compact body of 
followers. Therein may be found one of the causes of the 
oblivion into which his name has since fallen, though others 
may appear in the course of the discussion. 

Thomas Hodgskin was born at Chatham on December 
1 2, 1 78 7. His father, it seems, was storekeeper in the com- 
missary department of the Admiralty docks. His child- 
hood appears to have been far from happy. According to 
the son’s description, his father was selfish and recklessly 
extravagant, and reduced the family to misery, in spite of 
the mother’s efforts to keep up appearances. At twelve 
years old Thomas was entered as a naval cadet. For about 
twelve years he remained with the fleet and saw extensive 
service in many parts. But he resented the strictness of 
naval discipline and the capriciousness of those exercising 
it, and, although for a time he endured it, eventually, in 
about 7812, his resentment blazed out. “ 1 complained of 
the injury done me by a commander-in-chief,” he writes, 
** to himself, in the language I thought it merited.” The 
result was obvious. He was forthwith put on the retired 
list on half-pay with lieutenant’s rank, and at the age of 
twenty-five had to set about making a new career for 
himself. 

This dismissal, and the necessity of starting life over again, 
naturally embittered him. But he was so convinced of the 
justice of his defiance, and of his resentment against naval 
laws and customs, that (as he tells us) he considered it 
incumbent upon him to rouse public opinion in order to get 
such conditions altered. He accordingly wrote and pub- 
lished his first work in 1813. Its full title is Essay on 
Naval Discipline, showing Part of its Evil Effects on the Minds 
of the Officers and the Minds of the Men and on the Community, 
with an Amended System by which Pressing may he immediately 
abolished, by Lieutenant Thomas Hodgskin, R.N. Though 
the work calls for no close examination here, it is ao 
interesting essay, urging the reform of ob^dous abuses and 
advocating voluntary enlistment for short-time terms, with 
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better pay as one of the attractions to recruits. The germs 
of a number of Hodgskin’s later ideas can, moreover, be 
found in tUxt Essay : his theism, his Utilitarian individualism, 
his cosmopolitanism, and his hatred of man-made laws. 
But all these doctrines were to be developed at much greater 
length in the next twenty years. 

About the time that this work was published Hodgskin 
first came into contact with Francis Race. We have few 
details of his movements, and are dependent upon his corre- 
spondence with Place, and upon Place’s correspondence with 
Mill, for our information. In one of these letters Place 
describes him as modest, gloomy, unobtrusive, and easily 
excited. He also adds that Hodgskin is of a speculative 
turn of mind, and “ entertains some very curious meta- 
physical opinions.” ^ It was these same ” curious meta- 
physical pinions ” which were to lead Hodgskin to fall 
out with Benthamite individualists on the one hand and 
Owenite collectivists on the other. It was these opinions 
which formed the core of his social philosophy and gave 
him his distinctive place in his generation. 

In 1815 we find Hodgskin is at Edinburgh, and is pro- 
posing to embody his philosophy in a work On Mind, The 
manuscript of the work was apparently sent to Place, who 
tried to find a publisher for it and failed. With what else 
he was occupied, or whence he derived an income (other 
than his naval pension), we do not know. But when the 
war was ended he projected a journey across Europe, in the 
fashion of Arthur Young, to study the working of Govern- 
ments and the influence they have on national character. 
The journey began in July 1815, and lasted three years. 
While abroad he corresponded constantly with Place, and 
the correspondence not only gives us sidelights on 
Hodgskin’s own character — ^his shyness, his pessimism, and 
the introspective twist of his mind — ^but also shows us that 
he was clarifying, and defining more precisely, his social and 
political ideas. He passes through France, Italy, Switzer- 
land, Austria, and Germany. But it is not until he gets into 
North Germany that he decides to act on Place’s advice 

^ British Museum Add. MSS. 277911 f. 269. 
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and to write a work describing his travels in those parts. 
Place thereupon forwards a questionnaire which Bentham 
had dictated to James Mill for him ; and Hodgskin’s letters 
to England now become extensive drafts of the proposed 
book. He returns to England in November 1818, but 
refuses an invitation to stay with Bentham at Ford Abbey, 
and goes north to Edinburgh once more. There he was 
rejoined by a German lady he had met in Hanover, and 
married her in the early part of 1819. He then began 
upon his book of travels. The work was published in two 
volumes in January 1820, under the title Travels in the 
North of Germany. It is in many respects the most inter- 
esting and readable of all his writings. Its criticisms and 
comments show clearly the development of his ideas since 
the Essay on Naval Discipline ; they show, moreover, that 
Hodgskin’s ideas were diverging markedly from the ortho- 
doxy of the Benthamites in the direction of anarchism ; for 
not only is the control of economic life by State and corpora- 
tion denounced, but the creation of democratically elected 
representative assemblies is also severely criticised. 

Since Hodgskin had first come into contact with Place 
and his friends two events of outstanding importance in the 
development and promulgation of Philosophical Radicalism 
had taken place. One was the publication of Ricardo’s 
Principles of Political Economy in 1817, and the other was 
James Mill’s writing of his famous article on “ Govern- 
ment” for the new supplement tofhtEncyclopadiaBritannica. 
(This article was published shortly after the appearance of 
Hodgskin’s Travels^ The one represents the defining of 
Utilitarian Radicalism on its economic side, the other pre- 
sents an unmistakably clear summary of the doctrine ^d 
implications of Benthamism on its purely political side. 
Bain has said of the latter ^ (not without exaggeration) that 
“ in the train of events culminating in the Reform Bill of 
1832, (liis article counted as a principal factor.” Certainly 
both events had important consequences. It was just 
at the time, then, when middle-class Utilitarianism was 
being defined in popular form that Hodgskin was himself 


* Life of James Mill, p. 215. 
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developing a rival political theory, more purely j^roletarian 
in appeal and more revolutionary in its implications. But 
this divergence in doctrine does not result in any break \vith 
Place. Hodgskin’s relations with that group ao not seem 
to have become strained imtil some years later — especially 
when the imminence of reform in 1830 produced the 
cleavage between the ‘ moderate’ and ‘ extreme’ sections of 
the democratic party. But for the moment there is much 
on which Hodgskin and the Benthamites are at one, and 
the letters are cordial. Place, indeed, even succeeds in 
persuading Hodgskin (in June 1819) to drop a projected 
scheme for writing a book in criticism of Ricardo’s teaching. 

We do not know much of Hodgskin’s life in Edinburgh. 
We find him in close touch with MacCulloch, editor of The 
Scotsman^ especially when the campaign for the abolition of 
the Combination Acts is begun in that paper. He acts as 
a kind of intermediary between Place and MacCulloch. 
But this friendship with the editor did not prevent The 
Scotsman rejecting an article which Hodgsldn had written 
in January 1820 attacking the very basis of positive law in 
terms of his own doctrine of natural law. Other articles 
were refused by other papers, and Hodgskin’s position 
became serious. In January 1822 he is writing in a de> 
pressed strain to Place. The Travels has produced no 
royalties ; his wife can find no pupils ; then she becomes ill 
and is sent to Hodgskin’s father at Deptford. Hodgskin 
becomes more distraught and miserable. Finally, Place 
rescues him from these deplressing circumstances by 
securing for him a post as Parliamentary reporter on the 
Morning Chronicle through the good graces of James Mill, 
who is a friend of Black, the editor. At the end of 1 822, 
therefore, Hodgskin returns to London. 

Soon after he had taken up this post Hodgskin is under- 
taking a new and unique project. In co-operation with a 
man named Robertson, he plans a weekly journal of popular 
science addressed mainly to artisans. It is of the type that 
has since become common, but it was the first of its kind in 
England. The first number was issued in August 1823, 
vnth the title of The Mechanics' Magazine. Hodgskin writes 
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two articles for the early numbers to dissuade the Spital- 
iields silk-weavers from protesting against the repeal of 
the statutes which provided for the fixing of their wages 
by the magistrates, and to warn them generally against 
“ the legislative illusion.” Then Hodgskin and Robertson, 
having successfully launched their first project, embark 
upon a second. They propose to establish in London a 
“ mechanics’ institute ” such as Glasgow, Edinburgh, and 
Liverpool already possess. The project is first set forth 
in the Magazine for October ii, 1823, where Hodgskin 
writes on the necessity for working men’s education. The 
originators of the scheme intend to carry it out by means of 
subscriptions from the workers themselves. But Place 
persuades them that this is impossible, and gets them to 
agree to a public appeal backed by the chief Radical re- 
formers. This is done ; but another struggle ensues over 
the question of Dr Birkbeck’s loan — at interest—of a large 
proportion of the necessary money. Hodgskin strongly 
disapproves of such a transaction, but is over-persuaded by 
Place. When the scheme was first mooted Hodgskin and 
Robertson had been made temporary honorary secretaries. 
But subsequently they were replaced by a paid secretary; 
nor were they elected to the governing body when that was 
established in December. The details of the episode are 
rather obscure ; but they sufficiently illustrate the inevitable 
cleavage that was to come between Place and the middle- 
class reformers on the one hand, and the proletarian group 
who distrusted middle-class interference on the ^ 

Yet it does not appear that Hodgskin broke with the 
Benthamites at this jucture. Indeed, M. sugg^ts 

that Hodgskin accompanied Bentham to Paris in September 
1825. Certainly Hodgskin did not sever his connecbons 
with the institute where he was hoping to lecture on political 

economy. ^ ^ 

The year 1824 witnessed the climax of the movement tor 
the repeal of the Combination Acts. Hodgskin w^ is- 
satisfied with both the statement of their case made by tne 
workers themselves, and the Ricardian case that com ina- 

tions would do no harm. He therefore put together for the 
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occasion his own case for repeal, based upon the claim of the 
worker to the right to the whole produce of labour,** and 
hoped that its doctrines might be spread through the 
mechanics' institutes. The publishers of The Mechanics* 
Magazine published the pamphlet in 1825, with the title. 
Labour Defended against the Claims of Capital^ or the Unpro- 
ductiveness of Capital proved vnth reference to the Present 
ComhinaHons amongst foumepmen^ by a Labourer. The same 
year he apparently quarrelled with Robertson, and gave up 
the editorship of ^e Magazine ; but he also became friendly 
with Dr Birkbeck. It was in all probability through the 
latter's influence that Hodgskin — ^in spite of the protests of 
Place — was allowed to g^ve a short course of lectures on 
economics at the institute in 1825. Two other courses 
were subsequently given, on grammar and on social pro- 
gress, but only the first of the three was publish. 
Hodgskin developed his economic lectures during 1826, 
and in the following year they were published as Popular 
Political Economy. The word ‘popular,’ the author is care- 
^1 to explain, is used not to denote the nature of the appeal ; 
it is meant rather to indicate the scope of the philosophy. 
In other words, the book is intended to provide a working- 
cl^s political economy in opposition to the prevailing 
middle-class social philosophy now establishing itself as an 
orthodox dogma. The basic ideas of the book are not dis- 
similar from those of Labour Defended^ though they are 
more fully worked out. 

Political economy, however, was not, strictly speaking, 
Hodgskin’s main interest. It was only a development of, 
and deduction from, that main interest ; “ an episode," he 
calls it. What had occupied Hodgskin's mind ever since 
the Essay on Naval Discipline was the problem of law and 
the nature of political obligation. He had long been con- 
sidering writing a book on the subject. What he had so 
fp written was merely a particular application to special 
circumstances of his own philosophy of law. As wings 
torned out, he was destined never to write that long-pro- 
jected work. But between 1829 and 1832 he wrote what 
was, in substance, an epitome of his doctrine, and what was, 
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in fact, his last completed book. In 1829 Brougham made 
his famous speech in the House advocating law reform and 
adumbrating his legal philosophy along Benthamite lines. 
Hodgskin wrote “ open letters ” in reply, though they were 
not published at the time. In 1831, however, the Society 
for the Diffusion of Useful Information (of which Brougham 
was president) published anonymously an essay on economic 
matters entitled The Rights of Industry. This interesting 
pamphlet is a vigorous statement of the middle-class attitude 
warning^ the workers against “ dangerous ” doctrines. It 
was obviously meant as an attack on Hodgskin’s theories, 
and on ** the pretended teachers of political economy who 
were ranting in popular assemblies about the unequal 
allotment of riches.” ^ Hodgskin thought that Brougham 
had written it (indeed, the lurid phraseology and purple 
passages might not unjustifiably lead to that conclusion), 
and Hodgskin hated Brougham as both man and thinker. 
In actual fact, the book had been written by Charles Knight, 
the journalist, publisher to the society. Believing, then, 
that this attack on him came from the hand of Brougham, 
Hodgskin supplemented what he had already written in the 
“open letters” and published his reply in 1832 as The 
Natural and Artificial Right of Property Contrasted. It was a 
full defence of his doctrine of the worker’s right to the 
whole produce of his labour, and a clear presentation of the 
doctrine of a natural law superseding and overcoming posi- 
tive law and leading eventually to anarchism. Hodgskin 
bases himself on Locke, as against Bentham, and presses 
Locke’s doctrine of a natural law to its extreme conclusions ; 
at the same time attacking Owen, Saint-Simon, and the 
Moravians as vigorously as he criticises the Philosophical 
Radicals. 

Hodgskin’s influence at this time was perceptibly 
growing. He had given the workers an alternative creed 
to Benthamism and Owenism, and to those who were dis- 
appointed and resentful at the nature of the Reform Bill 
he offered a rallying cry. The extent to which the later 
Chartists were indebted to his teaching can never be 

* Charles Knight, Paaages in a W orking Life, vol. ii, p. 169. 
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precisely judged. Certainly it was ^eat. Place and Mill 
were equally annoyed at his increasing influence over the 
London working men, as well as at the influence they 
believed he exercised over Black, the editor of the Morning 
Chronicle. Place’s estimate of Hodgskin’s work is important 
not only as coming from a man avowedly critical of that 
work, but from the man above all others capable of judging 
London working-class sentiment. Writing of the teaching 
of Owen and Hodgskin, Place says : 

The mischief these two men have in some respects done is 
incalculable. They have, however, set thousands thinking; and 
difficult as it is, and will be, to eradicate the false notions they have 
inculcated, yet the thinking portion of the working people having 
been led by them to believe themselves of some importance in the 
State, will never cease to think so; and the time will come when 
they will think correctly on all which concerns their real condition 
in society.^ 

Elsewhere he says that the workers passed on, in their 
thinking, from the teaching of Owen to that of Thomas 
Hodgskin. The doctrines of the latter 

were carefully and continually propa^ted among them as well 
orally as by snudl publications. Many of them were sold for two- 
pence a dozen. They were carefully and cleverly written for the 
purpose intended, and were very widely circulated. 

Moreover, small societies, “unknown to all but them- 
selves,” were formed by Hodgskin’s followers, especially in 
London. And the well-known verses used by the National 
Union of the Working Classes were, after all, but a state- 
ment of what Hodgskin had taught in Labour Defended and 
Popular Political Economy. 

Wages should form the price of goods. 

Yes, wages should be alL 
Then we who work to make the goods 
Shouldytu/^ have them all. 

But if their pnce be made of ren^ 

Tithes, taxes, profits, all. 

Then we who work to make the goods 
Shall have — ^just none at all.‘ 

^ Add. MSS. 27791, f. 270. * Add. MSS. 27791, f. 240. 
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At the height of the Reform Bill excitement James Mill 
was defimtely alarmed at the spread of these ideas, though 
he seemed singularly confused as to their nature. He 
yinote to Place on October 25, 1831, about a deputation 
^at had been sent to Black, of the Morning 

Their notions about property look ugly 5 they not only desire 
that It should have nothing to do with representation, which is true, 
though not a troth for the present time, as they ought to see, but 
mey seein to think that it should not exist, and that the existence of 
It IS an evil to them. Rascals, I have no doubt, are at work amons 
them.^ ® 

This comment shows how completely Mill was out of 
touch with the new ideas among the workers, and Place’s 
reply corrects the misconceptions, and illustrates further 
Hodgskin’s influence. “ The men who called on Black,” 
he says, 

were not a deputation from the working people, but two out of 
half a dozen who manage, or mismanage, the meetings of the 
Rotunda in Blackfriars Road, and at the Philadelphian Chapel in 
Finsbury. The doctrine they are now preaching is that promul- 
gated by Hodg^kin in a tract in 1825 entitled Labour Defended 
against the Ciaims of Capital. 

^ The^ Rotundanists ran weekly meetings for the further 
dissemination of these ideas, and for a while produced 
a magazine expounding not only their demand for man- 
hood suffrage, but also Hodgskin’s economic teaching. 
Apparently in the ensuing twelve months Mill had been 
made more familiar with the new ideas and the strength of 
the proletarian organisation, for he wrote a long letter to 
Brougham * giving the Lord Chancellor his attitude to the 
ex^eme democrats. ** Nothing can be conceived more 
mischievous than the doctrines which have been preached 
to the common people,” he writes. 

The nonsense to which your Lordship alludes about the rights 
of the labourer to the whole produce of the country [sie], wages, 

^ Add. MSS. 27790, f. 23. • Bain, Life of Janet Mill, p. 363 fF. 
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profits, and rent all included, is the mad nonsense of our friend 
Hodgkin [/.«., Hodgskin] which he has published as a system and 
propagates with the zeal of perfect fiinaficism. Whatever of it 
appears in the Chronicle, steals in through his means, he being a 
sort of sub-editor, and Black not very sharp in detecting. 

These opinions, he thinks, if they were to spread, ** would 
be the subversion of civilised society ; worse than the over- 
whelming deluge of Huns and Tartars.” Later he goes 
cm to say that one of the most disquieting features of the 
situation is 

the illicit ^eap publications, in which the doctrine of the right of 
the labouring people, who, they say, are the only producers, to all 
that is produced, is very generally preached. The alarming 
nature of this evil you will understand when I inform you that 
these publications are superseding the Sunday newspapers, and 
wery other channel through which the people might get better 
information. 

Meanwhile, when Place and Mill were grovdng steadily 
more suspicious of the tendency of Hodgskin’s teaching, 
the latter was attaining still more publicity by the attacks 
levelled at him by Thomas Cooper, author of the American 
Lectures on the Elements of PoUtieal Economy, in the second 
edition of that work, 1829, and by Charles Knight in The 
Rights of Industry. 

Strangely enough, it^ was just when Hodgskin was 
becoming known to a wider circle that his active political 
career came to an end, and that the hack journalist sub- 
merged the political thinker. He still proposed to write 
his magnum opus on law ; but his immediate personal needs, 
for some reason that we know nothing of, became pressing 
again. He was already the father of seven children, and his 
wfe was frequently ailing. From now until the end of his 
life — ^with a single exception — ^he disappears from the public 
smht, and all his time is taken im with ephemeral journalism. 
He writes for the Chronicle, Daily News, Courier, Brighton 
Guardian, and Illustrated London News, He also worked 
with Hansard at his Rarliamentary Debates. What part he 
took in the Chartist movement we do not know. Certainly 
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he supported the Anti-Corn Law agitation by his articles. 
Then m 1846 he joined the staff of TAe Economist^ which 
James Wilson started in 1 843. For the next twelve years 
he was writing articles and reviews for that magazine every 
few weeks, and dealing with every kind of social and 
economic theme ; and, although in some details his opinions 
may have changed slightly, yet in essentials his philosophy 
remained what it had been in the twenties. Indeed, the 
surprising fact is that, with such uncompromising doctrines 
as he held, he should have kept his post so long. He 
eventually broke with Wilson in Ma)r i857-|-apparentlyon 
the question of prison reform and capital punishment. One 
interesting and important fact, however, has to be noticed 
in connection with his association with The Economist^ and 


that is the close contact he had with Herbert Spencer, who 
was sub-editor of the paper from 1848 to 1853, and who 
published his Social Statics during that period (i 851). We 
do not know the details of that association, and Spencer 
mentions Hodgskin only once in the Autobiography. ^ But 
Spencer’s doctrines are, in many respects, so strikingly 
similar to Hodgskin’s that it is not fanciful to assume that 
the older man to no small degree helped to confirm Ae 
younger in the quasi-anarchistic philosophy to which his 
temperament and upbringing had inclined him and which 
Hodgskin had spent so many years in developing. 

In the summer of 1857 Hodgskin made what was 
apparently his last public appearance. He delivered two 
lectures in St Martin’s Hall, and published them the same 
year under the title fFhat shall we do with our Crtmnals ( 
But the lectures were poorly attended, and he aid no 
repeat the experiment. He was still announcing, 
in this (his last) publication his intention to 
work on law ‘"^^ich will be called Demonstramn of the 
Absurdity of Legislation:* But it ww never 
last years were spent uneventfully> his children p g 
keep their parents ; and he died on Au^st 2 1, i 9 * 
a single London journal noted his death. 
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II 

There are certain general characteristics which are to be 
found in all Hodgskin’s thinkinp^. Undoubtedly the most 
important of these is his firm belief in the conception of the 
universe as an organised system^ and the “ materialism ” of 
his conception of history has to be qualified by this fact. 
For him — and he states ^e fact in terms as uncompromising 
as any to be found in the pages of Godwin, by whom he was ob- 
viously much influenced — the world is a system determined 
by fixed, immutable laws, which, if allowed to work without 
the interference and tampering of man, would produce 
perfection. These laws are not made by man, but % “ the 
power which sustains, informs, and regulates the moral as 
well as the material world.” ^ It is man’s duty simply to 
discover those laws, and, having discovered them, to live by 
them. Legislation in any sense of the word is unnecessary. 
Hodgskin takes as his motto some words from J. B. Say : 
** The laws which determine the prosperity of nations are 
not the work of man ; they are derived from the nature of 
things. We do not establish, we discover them.” Almost 
every page of his writing emphasises this conception. He 
was always thinking of the “wisdom and spirit of the 
universe,” immanent in all things, working according to 
fixed laws. Consequently, morality and science are but two 
aspects of the same thing, since they are both expressions of 
omnipresent reason. “ Moral feeling and scientific truth 
must always be in harmony with each other.”* In one 
place this rationalism becomes almost lyrical. “ Thus we 
see,” he says, 

Aat the world, every part of which is regulated by unalterable laws, 
is adapted to man, and not man to the world. This reciprocity, or 
rather uniformity, of the laws regulating the conduct of man and 
the material world connects him at all times, however high may be 
his bearing and exalted his hopes, with the clod from which he 
sprang and with the vast universe which he has the intelligence to 

» Popular Political Economy, p. xix. * IbU., p. xsdi. 


204 



THOMAS HODGSKIN 


scan and a soul to reverence, 
creation.^ 


He is a pare of the wisely regulated 


In another place he says that man “ is regulated by per- 
manent and invariable laws.” This scheme of the universe 
Hodgskin calls by different names, but it is most often 
designated as nature. For him nature is the supreme value 
which man must learn to apprehend. 

The second characteristic of his thinking is but a corollary 
of the first: thorough and uncompromising individualism. 
Hodgskin, who began his public career by a revolt against 
a discipline which crushed individuality, never lost the 
intensity of that individualism throughout life. Believing 
as he did that universal nature was working through every 
single man, he quite logically denied the necessity for any 
governmental authority at all. The rational urge within is 
sufiicient. This dogmatic individualism, also, is as definite 
as Godwin’s. One might almost be justified in saying that 
Hodgskin was a mystic ; for he believed in an omnipresent 
Spirit working through the whole of the material universe, 
and he believed that this Spirit could be directly appre- 
hended by the individual, who would then order his life in 
the light of that experience. Ardent individualism is often 
the offspring of mysticism, and Hodgskin was no exception 
to that dictum. He thoroughly disapproves of government, 
and even as early as his book on Germany declares that the 
State-built roads of the Continent are inferior to the private 
ones of England.* Similarly he condemns the guild and 
the trade regulations and the Government monopoli^ 
which he finds on the Continent; yet, strangely though 
consistently enough, he declares that even here Government 
is not to interfere to abolish them, but must leave them to 
be abolished by the rest of society.* Thus he natur^ly 
objects to a census, because it is treating 
thing like beasts.” It calls for no commen^ 
that he opposes any form of interference in 
between <SStal an/labour, and condemns the acoviura of 
” meddling philanthropists and factitious demagogues, 


^ Popular PoUticdl Eewofay^ p# xxviu- ^ 

* Trteueb in the Nora ef Germany, voL i, p. 140- 


a Ibid., vol. i, p. *«S- 
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His third characteristic has already been touched upon, 
since it is closely bound up with the others : his fierce 
assertion of laissez-faire. If the finite intellect of man 
did not tamper with the infinite laws of the universe every- 
thing would work together for good. Unrestrained com- 
petition should exist within the community, for that alone 
will produce social perfection. Every problem on which 
Hodgskin gives an opinion brings out again and again this 
un s haka ble belief that he has at the back of his mind in 
pre-established harmony. That is why competition should 
be utterly unimpeded, and that again is why “ the author 
has satisfied himself that all law-making, except gradually 
and quietly to repeal all existing laws, is arrant humbug.” ^ 
Moreover, “ society can exist and prosper without the law- 
maker, and consequently without tiie tax-gatherer.” * 

Such, then, are the three chief characteristics of his 
thinking — ^mechanical philosophy, uncompromising indi- 
vidualism, and a political and economic policy of laissez- 
faire. How it can possibly have occurred that Hodgskin 
should have been mistaken by contemporaries for a collec- 
tivist one is unable to explain, because he himself had 
provided a warning in the preface to one of his books. 
He says of his theory: 

It is not likely, indeed, to be popular with any class. It fiatters no 
passions, it neither proves that die wealth of &e rich is in the order 
of nature, nor justifies the desire of spoliation in the poor. It 
encourages no hope of finding a speedy remedy for present evils 
and seems destined to find no favour widi any one class, because all 
look only to the law for protection or improvement. It appeals to 
reason, and the author knows that the judges in that court are few.^ 

This passage is typical of Hodgskin ’s pessimism. 

_ What is the nature of political economy.? Obviously, 
given the presuppositions just mentioned, political economy 
IS for Hodgskin a science, since ” the laws which regulate 
the production of wealth form part of the system of the 
universe.” * He protests against the prevailing idea of the 

^ ^^afttra/ and Artjfictal Bight cf Property Contrasted^ p, i. * Ibid.^ p- 

• Ibid.^ p. iii. * Popular Political Economy^ p. viii. 
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subject as a mere abstract science of the measure of values. 
He even objects to the name ‘ political economy/ since that 
gives a false idea of the subject and implies that wealth can 
be increased by political action. Adam Smith had not used 
that title to describe his work, but had, on the contrary, 
criticised the notion implied by these very words.^ The 
true science of wealth 


looks on man as part of the great system of the universe, and sup> 
poses that his conduct is influenced, regulated, and controlled or 
punished in every minute particular by permanent and invariable 
laws, in the same manner as the growth of plants and the motion of 
the heavenly bodies.^ 

That is why Hodgskin takes as his motto the quotation 
from Say noted above. It is a natural science, and its scope 
should be limited to the study of those factors alone which 
inhuence “ the productive power of labour.” It has nothing 
to do with the study of consumption or the problem of the 
land. Land is productive only when labour is applied to it. 
Labour alone creates wealth, and without labour capital and 
land are alike useless. All Hodgskin’s writing is devoted 
to driving home this idea, and pressing it to its logical 
conclusion. He wants to destroy the element^ of sanctity 
which he thinks is growing up round the word capital, as 
though it were “ a sort of cabalistic word like the words 
Church and State.” For labour alone can render capital 
useful. So political economy must examine the ^o sets ot 
circumstances which influence production and distoibution 
of wealth— viz., (a) natural the laws of man s being, 

his nature and faculties) and (^) social (/.e., 
from Governments). Economists since Adam SmiA have 
forgotten that natural laws govern distribution as 
production, and have confused the social 

the ar/(fia'a/ social order of civilisation. From this all ts 
errors flow ; and from its application all the existing soc 

whether the product of is 

being distnbuted in the right way, and whether the basis of 


• n.v 
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the existing capitalist's property is to be found in natural 
right. This is the subject of Labour Defended^ which is 
devoted to showing *' not so much what labour ought,” as 
“what capital ought not, to have.” Most of that work, as 
Professor Graham Wallas has well sdd, is accordingly a 


temperate and seardiing critidsm of what are now adoiowledged 
to be two of the main defects of the ‘ dassical ’ economics>-the 
clumsy assumption that all commodities were sold exacdy a year 
after the commencement of their production (and that in conse- 
quence all labourers were supported for each succeeding twelve 
months by the accumulated capital of their employers), and the 
unpardonable ignoratio eltnchi by which an analysis of the dfferential 
advantage of land and capital in production was treated as an ethical 
and political justification of the landlord and the capitalist^ 


“ Labour is the source of all wealth.” From this theorem 
all Hodgskin's economic theory starts, and to it he is always 
returning. He was the first populariser of the doctrine of 
the labour theory of value among the workers, and the first 
to show how a ^eorem which looked innocent in Locldan 
or Ricardian setting could be turned into a militant doctrine 
of revolt. It was the promulgation of this theory which 
alarmed the Benthamites ; it was this same fact which led his 
contemporaries, as well as subsequent writers, wrongly to 
assume that Hodgskin was a Socialist. Hodgskin drew 
Miy an individualistic conclusion from the dogma. It was 
Willi^ Thompson who incorporated it into the case for 
Soaalism. But^ as the sequel snows, Hodgskin soon came 
other sides of his doctrine even more than this one. 
That fsKt, coupled with the fact that to the very end he was 
opposed to any kind of State intmferenc^ helped to prevent 
his becoming the intellectual leader of proletarian revolt 
which a. reader of Labour Defended might consider his 
natu^ destiny. Moreover, it must always be remembered 
that he nowh^e glorifies manual labour at the exmense of 
omer forms of work. He shares the respect of his age for 

care to distinguish “ mental ” 
ana bodily labour. Both are necessary : the one consists 
in observing the laws of the material world,” the other in 
» G. Waliu, ijft tf Placet p. 268. 
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carrying out the suggestions made by the observer. The 
preservation of existence itself, says Hodgskin in the second 
chapter of Popular PoUHcal Economy^ depends in the last 
resort upon knowledge; and the history of the world’s 
increased productivity is the history of man's improved 
observation of natural laws. 

When Hodgskin comes to consider the question of wages 
and capital he is very interesting. If this part of his work 
were considered apart from the rest some colour might be 
lent to the suggestion that he was a subversive Radical. 
But it must be remembered that these theories are painted 
on a badcground of a hue already described. He says that 
the social curse of his day is the fact that the standard of 
wages among the labourers is always treated in a relative 
way ; that is to say, capitalists plead that the wages of a 
labourer of the time are considerably superior to the 
rernuneration which a feudal serf obtained. The capitalist, 
having at the back of his mind the standard of the serf, con- 
sequently judges more i^vourably the standard of his own 
workers. This, says Hodgskin, distorts the issue. Labour 
is now ten times more productive than it ever was before, 
but does not secure the increased wealth. It pays the enor- 
mous surplus of production “ for the privilege of eating the 
food we have ourselves produced.” The wages of labourers 
ought not to be computed on any relative basis, but are to 
be worked out from the first principles.*- Hodgskin, un- 
fortunately, does not develop the vast implications of this 
idea of * surplus.* 

^ He next goes on to analyse capital, and makes the current 
distinction between circulating and fixed capital. The func- 
tion and advantage of circulating capital, he tells us, is that 
by it the labourer is enabled, when he is assured of his present 
subsistence, to direct his power to the greatest advantage.^ 
But he emphasises the point that labour must be based on 
the evidence and assurance of subsistence. It is in this 
connection that he makes the most interesting, and certainly 
Ae most original, of all his contributions to the problem. 
He vehemently attacks the 'wages fund* doctrine and 

^ Labour Dtfended (i9aa edition), p. a6. • JAW., p. 36. 
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opposes to it the idea that circulating capital is not a fixed 
fund at all, but a stream. By changing the metaphor he 
quite alters the tone of political economy, and hits on what 
is probably the only theory of the time which could seriously 
ri^ the classic one of Ricardo. ** The effects attributed to 
a stock of commodities in the name of circulating capital 
are caused by co-existing labour." ^ There is no such thing 
as " a stock of stored-up commodities."* The only thing 
stored up is skill, and that is inherent in the labourer himselE 
The conception of a stream of co-existing labour is one which 
Hodgskin does not work out to the full, because his chief 
interest, as we noted above, seems to have been rather in law 
than in pure economics. Nevertheless this stream theory 
is of profound significance. It challenges the classic^ 
theory of wages, and gives the lie to those supporters of 
the Combination Acts who assert that more wages mean 
less profits, and less profits mean the migration of capital. 
As for fixed capital, that too is dependent on labour. It is 

E roduced by labour. It is efiFective only when used by 
ibour ; and consequently “ does not derive its utility from 
previous but from present labour." It is <2 propos the 
subject of fixed capital that Hodgskin has a very eloquent 
passage about the new machine age. In the minds of the 
classical political economists, he says, tools have come to 
dominate the user, shutting out of view man himself. 
“ The skill and the art of the labourer have been overlooked 
and he has been vilified, while the work of his hands has 
been worshipped."* This section is perhaps the finest 
emphasis on human value anywhere in Hodgskin’s works. 
It is to be noted that this is his earliest work, and that as 
time went on his writing became steadily more abstract. 

The capitalist insinuates himself between the workers. 
" He is the middle-man of all labourers," * and his savings 
increase at compound interest. But by what principles 
should wages be determined? We have already seen that 
Hodgskin repeatedly puts forward the theory that labour is 
entitled to tne whole produce of industry. He bases his 

^ Labour Drfended^ p. 38. < Ibid»^ p. 46. 

* Ibid^ pp. ^5, 66. « Ibtd^ p. 7a. 
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reasoning explicitly on Ricardo, and points out the logical 
and ethical inconsistency between die labour theory of 
value implicit in Ricardo, and the subsistence wage theory 
which the classical economists (and from them the Whigs 
also) maintained. But when it comes to a question of 
procedure for deciding the wages he confesses, '* 1 know of 
no way of deciding this but by leaving it to be settled by the 
unfettered judgment of the labourers themselves.” ^ When 
discussing in fois connection the legitimate earnings of the 
capitalist he distinguishes between tiie two functions of the 
employer. The masters are middle>men from one point of 
view — ^that is to say, unproductive capitalists merely usurping 
surplus value ; and from another point of view they are what 
he calls ** contrivers,” who ought thus to receive a wage 
proportionate to their usefulness. For the rest, he thinks 
that labourers know their own interest best, and should be 
left unfettered; but education can illuminate their path. 
** No Holy Alliance can put down the quiet insurrection by 
which knowledge will subvert whatever is not founded in 
justice and truth.”* But even education is not to be 
fostered or controlled by the State. Before passing on to a 
consideration of his theory of property it may be remarked 
that he calls merchants mental labourers.® They are pro- 
ductive because they take goods from where they have no 
value to where they have most, and so they create wealth.* 
(The inconsistency of this conception with some of the 
ideas put forward earlier need not be pointed out.) Their 
motives are selfish, but the consequences of their proceed- 
ing are no less beneficial to society. 

The last aspect of his social economics to be considered 
is his theory of property, Hodgskin does believe in a right 
to property, but he says there are two rights, one natural 
and the other artificial. So he wrote his book of 1832® 
to distinguish between them. But he dissociated himself 
completely from the collectivists, and, lest he should be 
misunderstood, wrote an emphatic paragraph of warning : 

1 Lobmr Drfended, p. 85. * Ibid., p. 101. 

• Popular PoSHcal Economy, p. 17*. * Ibid., p. 173. 

• The Natural and Ar^fieial E^ht of Pr^erty Contrasted. 
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Allow me at once to declare (as there have been in almost every 
age individuals such as Beccaria and Rousseau— ^d s^ts, some 
emsting at present, such as Mr Owen’s co-operative sodeties, the 
Saint-Simonians in France, and the Moravians, who have asserted 
that all the evils of society arise from a right of property, the utility 
of which they have accordingly and utterly denied), allow me to 
separate myself entirely from them by decUfing that I look on a 
ri^t of property — on the right of individuals to have and to own 
for their own support and selfish use and enjoyment the produce of 
thdr own industry, with power freely to dispose of die whole of 
that in the matmer most agreeable to diemsdves — as essential to 
the welfare and even to the continued existence of sodety.^ 

We have seen that his work on property arose out of 
Brougham’s speech on the necessity for law reform. 
Hodgskin says in his “ Advertisement ” that legislators 
are completely ignorant of the nature of law, and he there- 
fore writes to uluminate them, and to show them how 
fatuous all legislation really is. He goes on to say ^at 
Brougham’s speech implies that there w^ once a time 
when administration was perfect. But this is not so, for 
positive law is more perfect under George IV than ever 
before. The trouble arises from the fact that society has 
grown more rapidly than law itself. Consequently it is 
cramped by the effete. The argument begins from Ae 
confession which Brougham himself had made and which 
Dugald Stewart also had adumbrate^ that society has 
a course of its own.” Has any law-giver, even Brougham 
himself, tried to find out what is that course of society? 
Until that is done legislation will remain a mere patchwork 
and utterly useless. There is a fundamental need for an 
inquiry into first principles. Hodgskin then contrasts 
Locke and Bentham on this question. Locke, he says, 
believes in natural rights prior to law. Bentham believes 
that property is a legal creation, and that there are no such 
things as rights. Here he makes a bitter Carlylian attack 
on Bentham, and asks ironically if there is not a natural 
right which prevents a mother from devouring her child? 
Having said that, he refutes the “ greatest happiness ” 
principle along the following lines : There can be no doubt 

^ The Natural and Atrial Prpferty CmOraaed^ p. 24 . 
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that the Deity wills the greatest happiness. The legislator 
pretends to will it too; but the faculties of individuals, 
although capable of measuring their own preservation, 
** are not competent to measure the happiness of nations.” 
Since, however, nobody knows what voill produce the 
greatest happiness, therefore there ought to be no laws, for 
the Utilitarian principle “ is suitable only to omniscience.” 
Therefore Ben^am’s edifice falls to the ground. The next 
step in the argument is to recapitulate the labour theory 
of value. Locke is again quoted^ in support of it, and 
Hodgskin goes on to show that property is an extension 
of the idea of individuality which nature plants in all men, 
covering the ownership of all those goods produced by 
man’s labour. General securi^ for these products of one’s 
labour is obtained through an innate reverence for property 
in mankind arising from the fact that “ the great mass of 
mankind seem to have been created nearly equal to each 
other.”* So it is easier to appropriate afresh from nature 
by means of one’s own labour than to appropriate from a 
labourer essentially equal to oneself. He completes this 
line of argument by enunciating Locke’s famous theorem.® 
Property in land should be limited by the extent of man s 
labour, and his capacity to enjoy that which he legitimately 
appropriates. This is the ideal ” which in the long run 
will guide the conduct of mankind.” * ^ tt j i • 

Having sketched the evolution of society, Hodgskin 
shows that the present political and legal edifice of Europe 
is based on the appropriations of the barbarians when they 
came into the Roman Empire.® On conquest all the legis- 
lation of Europe is founded, and the conquerors and their 
descendants have been the law-makers. Such being the cas^ 
obedience to those laws is the master folly of mankind, and 


this folly is inculcated with as much pertinacity by Awe who have 
apparently no interest in making men fools as if Aeir own rea 
and Aeir own breaA hung on Ae doctrine.® 




Pwo Trttttius Government, Book II, chapter v, section* zi and 30. 

Eig^ rf Property, •p.20' ^ .• -c 

Tom Treatises rf Government, Book II, section 30. 


E^ht of Property, p. da. 
Ibid., p. 73. 


• Ibid., p. 74* 


213 



THINKERS OF THE AGE OF REACTION 

We are presented then with a contrast ; the natural right 
to property depends on productive labour and capacity for 
enjoyment, as shown by lx>cke. ArHJicial right to property 
arose through conquest and force, which interfered with 
universal laws ; and it is because these utuversal laws have 
been so defied that misery is the lot of the majority of man- 
kind. But immutable law will eventually wreak destruction 
upon those who tamper with it. This retributive process 
has been at work through the ages. “ The power of kings 
and nobles and priests has gradually decayed," ^ because 
society has such a course of its own. Brougham’s motion 
itself is a sort of dim and unconscious recognition of the 
movement. The repeal of the Test Act is also part of the 
same movement. So is the failure of the gentiy to preserve 
intact their large feudal estates by means of the law of primo- 
geniture ; likewise, too, the abolition of slavery. Society is 
hke_ the hour hand of a watch ; it moves, but we do not 
see it. 

Here Hodgskin lets us see his hope for the future. 

We find, in consequence of the respect for the natural right of 
property, that a large middle dass, completely emancipated from 
the bondage and destitution which the law sought to perpetuate, 
has grown up in every part of Europe, uniting in their own persons 
^e character both of labourers and capitalists. They are last 
increasing in numbers, and we hope, as the beautiful inventions of 
art gradudly supersede unskilled labour, that they, reducing the 
whole sodety to equal and free men, will gradually extinguish all 
. that 3ret renuuns of slavery and oppression.’ 

And if he had been critical of the capitalist in his p amp hlet 
of 1 825 his tone seems more moderate now ; the capitalist’s 
power, he tells us in this passage, has grown up as 

the inoral result of the homage men pay to that great natural 
principle, the foundation of all property, that each individual has a 
right to the free use of his own limbs and to the produce of his own 
labour. 

Out of Ae respect for this natural right to property im- 
planted in the hearts of all has sprung that new order of 
» tfPnfcrtyt p. 78. * Ibid., p. xox. 
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society. The best the law-maker can do is to copy from 
“ rights existing in practice”; he cannot create rights by 
his own laws.^ All the changes that have taken place have 
been effected in spite of positive law, because they have 
been brought about “ by the moral law implanted in our 
hearts.” ^ PopuJatioj? as it expanded necessitated invention 
to supply food, so that economic forces have entered into 
the question ; but 

the events to which historiansj each of them partially sdecdng one, 
ascribe these alterations [/.e., social reforms] are undoubtedly links 
in the great chain of causation ; but only the materialist overlookinjg 
the moral laws of nian*s being will ascribe to those events the merit 
of social improvement.^ 


The evils of the artificial rightof property are well known. 
It is “ half-starved, toil-worn, and degraded labourers ” 
who foot the bill,* and the great mass of mankind is in 
this state of destitution. So king as the inefficient control 
affairs improvement is prevented ; industry and commerce 
are checked; suffering and unhappiness are rife; and even 
among the opulent there is “ weariness and loathing of 
life.” He concludes his political theory as he began it, 
by an uncompromising assertion of the divine law which 
governs the universe. All circumstances of ordinmy lif^ 
he says, “ are the immediate creation of the Deity,” if not 
“ emanations from, or revelations of, the Deity himself. 
In any case, the government of the whole materiri world, 
even to its minutest particular, is carefully regulated by 
divine providence.® 

To sum up : with the universe arranged in such a 
and so inscrutably, man has one aim only— to “1® 

own selfish interest. “ Narrow as the principle of self-love 
has been called, it is the sole motive for the actions of human 
beings.” Man has wants and the power to supply feem. 
To use Professor Sir Arthur Thomson’s expressive phrase, 
which is particularly appropriate hj^e, man s wante and 
powers are “ organic to nature.” The way in whi 


^ Jtigit of Property^ pp. 
* Ibidn^ p* xo5« 

^ Ibid.^ pp. x47-'i4S. 


s Ibid.^ p. Z 02 . 
« Ibid.» p. 14s* 
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learns that he has violated a command of nature is through 
the suffering which ensues.^ So there is abundant proof m 
society that fundamental laws have been violated.^ But we 
are told emphatically, “ I have no wish by expatiating on 
the privations and si^erings of the ^r to rouse in them 
the slumbering feelings of hatred and revenge." ‘ 

It remains tor us to note Hodgskin’s theo^ of progress. 
He has a v^ definite and firm belief in the inevitabilitjr of 
progress. Inis has already been implied when considering 
his idea of natoral law. He seems to regard nature as a sort 
of Demiurge. Nature, he says, 

suffers us not to abrogate her decrees in the moral world. She 
only permits us, at our own cause, to inflict pain on ourselves or do 
wrong for a season, which we can do as well by violating physical 
asbyviolatingmorallaws. Protestingcontinuallyagainstourrebel- 
lion, and warning us continually against its evil consequences, she 
ultimately, in her own good time, reasserts her authority. She is 
absolute in the moral as in the physical world, governing and regu- 
lating every part with the most thorough mastery. But kindly 
compassionate to the infan^ of her children, she allows them a long 
probation to learn her commands.’ 

In the ^ght of Property Hodgskin puts forward his idea 
of the evolution of society. There have been certain 
well-defined stages. First came the hunting stage, when 
man wandered over the face of ihie earth to secure sub- 
sistence wherever he could. Next there came the pastoral 
stage, when man’s search for food was facilitated by the 
domestication of animals; but man was still nomadic. In 
the course of ages came the discovery of agriculture, and 
a new stage began. Man then ceased to be a wanderer, 
and settled down in one locality. The fourth and last 
stage is the scientific one, when agriculture is further im- 
proved, and the means of obtaining the necessities of life 
are enormously increased. These stages in the evolution 
of humanity are important, because th^ show that at each 
new stage the amount of land necessary to obtain a liveli- 
hood grew less and less, and will continue to do so.* Thus, 

» Right tf Pnfer^, p. 151. » mi., p. 148. 
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in the hunting stage man had the whole of earth for his 
field. In the pastoral stage man’s activities were limited 
by the grasslands to be found for the sheep. In the agri- 
cultural stage the consequent limitation was obvious ; and 
so, too, when agriculture had improved through scientific 
farming and intensive cultivation. Meantime the popula- 
tion had been increasing steadily. Therefore Hodgskin 
draws the conclusion, partly from the historical evidence 
and partly from Locke’s principles previously enunciated, 
that the individual holdings of land ought to grow smaller 
and smaller. As has been shown before, this normal evolu- 
tion of society has been complicated by the incursion of 
the barbarians into the Roman Empire. They super- 
imposed on it a political and legal system based entirely 
on force.^ It is this system that Hodgskin is so anxious 
to get rid of. Nevertheless, throughout the course of 
social evolution natural laws have been regulating the 
progress of society in knowledge— natural laws working 
through the material world. The first cause of such a 
progress is animal necessity due to increasing population. 
Hodgskin lays great store by this increase in population 
as a factor in social development. With the increase m 
the number of mouths to be filled has come an acute 
for food. This has given rise to new inventions with which 
increased wealth has come into being. 

I look upon the increase of people as the great physical cause of 
all the moral changes in society. Everything else is subordinate to, 
and depends upon, the increase in population.* 


He even goes so far as to say* that inventions occur 
mostly in crowded cities. He flatly opposes the pessimism 
of Malthus’ theory, declaring that that cler^man oo 
upon the problem “only in its operation under P® Per- 
verting control of human institutions, and an unjust dis- 
tribution of the production of labour. Increase i 




p. 9 ». - . 

from Ravenstone’s book on Populatton (i8zi) 

Ibid., p. 95. 
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world’s numbers, then, is the first cause of the progress of 
society in knowledge. The diversity of organisation among 
tribes and races, and the differences due to geographical 
position and language, are other factors which he enu- 
merates. The progress of civilisation is world-wide and 
uniform, and this truth serves but to ex^hasise fbrdier 
the fact of the reign of law.^ Other influences besides 
natural law which determine progress are the adopted 
religions of the world, the variety of constitutions and 
laws, and the artificial regulations of each country. “ The 
condusion I come to,” he says, 

and I wish to state it plainly, is that independent of all government 
and of all other regulations, there is in the universal necesnty of 
labour, a universal stimulus of all men to exert those natural 
fiunilties with which all are endowed; that this stimulus is at all 
times the cause of observation; and that observation brings 
knowledge; and that there is a natural and necessary tendency 
independent of all and every sort of social regulation to a gradual 
increase of knowledge as the world grows older, as generation 
follows generation, and as mankind are multiplied on the fiice of 
the earth.‘ 


What is the ideal, then, which lies at the back of 
Hodgskin’s^ mind? It is not easy to delineate with any 
predsion his sodal ideal, because of his gigantic act of 
mith regarding the beneficence of the world-process. He 
says in one place that his work is merely to point out that 
sodety is a natural phenomenon and to inquire into the 
laws which regulate it, but in no wise to put forward a 
TOlitical programme or to suggest lines of improvement. 
He confesses that he has not me “unholy craving to regu- 
late what no individual does or can comprehend, viz., 
‘sodety,’ ” for the progress of society is not complete, and 
all its phenomena are "not yet unfolded to our under- 
stending.” * ^ Nevertheless it is possible to get an occasional 
glimpse of his economic ideal. In it governmental inter- 
ference will be reduced to the absolute m inimu m . Tne 
sole function of government, he said in later life, will be 


» tfpyerty, p. 84. » IMd., pp. ,6-97. 
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to “ preserve peace, see justice done between man and 
man, enforce obedience to the laws, and give security to 
property and life.” ^ To what extent even this amount 
of interference is compatible with the foregoing theories 
we need not now consider. The land of laissez-Jaire is 
his land of heart’s desire. 

Final success, I would fain hope, must be on the side of justice. 
I am certain, however, that till the triumph of labour be complete, 
till productive industry alone be opulent, and till idleness alone be 
poor; till the admirable maxim that he who sov/s shall reap be 
solidly established ; till the right of property be founded on prin- 
ciples of justice, and not on those of slavery, till man shall be held 
more in honour than the clod he treads on, or the machine he guides 
— there cannot, and ought not to be, peace on earth, and good will 
amongst men.^ 

When man is thus completely unrestrained and can 
follow the divine urge of self-interest within him, and when 
the middle class has grown in prosperity and in size, so 
as to incorporate within itself all the other classes, then 
Hodgskin’s Utopia will be realised.^ That is the dawn for 
which his eyes scan the horizon. It is really, after all, z bour- 
geois Utopia based upon the belief in the pre-established 
harmony of self-interest, wherein social responsibility will 
be synonymous with responsibility to oneself. 

C. H. Driver 


^ Ecmomist, October 20, 1848, p. 1191. • Labmtr Drfnded, p. 105. 

■ Eight of Proper^, Epilogue. 
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